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Tus MAsTEROF THE Rotts ashort time since decided, 
in Re the General Rolling Stock Company, Exparte the Joint 
Stock Discount Company, 20 W. R. 621, that the Statute of 
Limitations operates to bar the claim of a creditor of a 
company in liquidation who delays to send in his claim 
till after the expiration of six years from the time when 
his debt became due. Yesterday this decision was re- 
versed by the Lords Justices, who held that section 98 
of the Companies’ Act, 1862, when it says that the 
Court ‘ shall cause the assets of the company to be col- 
lected and applied in discharge of its liabilities,’ means 
all the legal liabilities existing at the date of the wind- 
ing-up order. They pointed out that any other con- 
struction would work great injustice, as the creditors, 
after the winding-up order has been made, are, by section 
$7, prevented from bringing actions against the com- 
pany except with the leave of the Court, and that no in- 
jury would be done to the other creditors by admitting 
the claim, as the creditor who had delayed would lose 
the benefit of any dividends paid before he made bis 
claim. 





IN SPITE OF THE FACT that we have had but four 
extradition treaties hitherto in force, and that more of 
such treaties are urgently required, the Extradition Act 
of 1870 has only just been put in the shape of an Extradi- 
tion Treaty between Her Britannic Majesty and the 
Emperor of Germany. In 1864a treaty of this nature 
was concluded with Russia, but the Act of Parliament 
then necessary to make it operative never having been 

ed, it remained a dead letter. The present treaty 
is of course in strict conformity with the provisions of 
the Extradition Act 1870, as to political offences. It 
applies to all the crimes included in the comprehensive 
list in the first schedule to the Act, and contains, like 
the analogous treaty with France, a provision that the 
delivering up of native subjects of the Power applied 
to is not to be claimable by virtue thereof. There is 
also a clause by which all claims for the reimbursement 
of the expenses to, be incurred in the extradition of any 
fugitive criminal is by anticipation waived by the 
Power making such extradition. 

The treaty, which was signed at London on May 14th, 
has just been laid on the tables of both Houses of 
Parliament, There is vet another step to be taken, 
Her Majesty must by order in council, direct that the 
Extradition Act, 1870, shallapply thereto. This order 
must be laid before both Houses of Parliament 
within six weeks after it is printed and published 
inthe London Gazette, and will be conclusive evidence 
a the treaty complies with the requisitions of the 
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Tue Lorps’ AMENDMENTS TO THE BALLOT Bri have 
almost entirely altered its character. It seems likely 
that some of them will be adopted, though others will 
almost certainly be rejected. 





In the first place, the Lords have adopted the system 
of counterfoils, proposed in 1870. ‘This system we have 
always strongly advocated, as against any system which 
makes subsequent identification of a voting paper abso- 
lutely impossible. The attainment of secrecy of voting, 
for all practical purposes, is perfectly compatible wit 
the counterfoil system. The mere possibility of a 
number being seen, and the paper being subsequently 
identified, which could occur but in very rare instances, 
would be of very little importance, as against the im- 
mense gain of having a scrutiny possible. It is not 
because scrutinies are seldom resorted to that therefore 
they are of little value. Their real value is in the effect 
they have in repressing malpractices by affording means 
for their detection and frustration, and thus preventing 
their occurrence. The next important amendment is 
that which makes the ballot optional. This, of course, 
will be rejected by the Commons. It is quite true that 
it is objectionable in principle to compel persons who 
need no protection to keep their votes secret. This, 
however, is but an argument against the ballot itself. 
If there is to be a ballot, it must be compulsory on all, 
or it will be no protection to any one. Most advocates 
of the ballot at the present day admit it to be undesir- 
able on principle, but they contend that it is the neces- 
sary, or, at all events, the best, means of putting an end 
to worse evils than any that it will introduce. Under 
these circumstances, the amendment making the Acta 
temporary one seems reasonable. The simple effect of 
this will be that it will shift the burden of proof; in all 
other respects the Legislature will be as free in the one 
case as in the other. If the Act is temporary, the 
burden of showing that it has been reasonably success- 
ful will rest on those who introduce the continuing Bill ; 
while, if not made temporary, those who desire its re- 
peal would have the burden of showing it unsuccessful 
thrown on them. 

The amendment as to keeping open the poll till eight 
o'clock is not a matter which we need particularly no- 
tice, but it is perhaps worth while to observe that 
nothing has yet been enacted as to how voters in the 
act of voting when the time for the close of the poll 
arrives are to be dealt with. We have several times 
called attention to this, and have pointed out that when 
the process of voting has been made such as to occupy 
several minutes, some express provisions on the point 
will be required. 

A SHORT BILL, to be entitled, if passed, “ The Review 
of Justices’ Decisions Act, 1872,” has passed through 
the House of Commons. Its object is a simple one, 
and is fully set out in the preamble, which recites that 
ex parte proceedings are frequently taken to review the 
decisions of justices, and that it is expedient that the 
justices should, without expense to themselves, have an 
opportunity in such cases of informing the Court of the 
grounds of their decision, and of all material facts 
bearing on the same. The two enacting sections of the 
Bill then provide that the justices in such cases may 
make an affidavit and send it by post to the Master of 
the Court, and that when this is done “ the Court shall, 
before making the rule absolute against the justice or 
justices, or otherwise determining the matter so as to 
overrule or set aside the acts or decision of the justice 
or justices, take into consideration the facts stated in 
the affidavit, notwithstanding that no counsel appear for 
the justices.” The object apparently intended to be 
effected is, of course, unobjectionable, or even desirable. 
It is often embarrassing to the Court to have to make 
out what has taken place before the justices from the 
affidavits of the contending parties, which as likely as 
not may conflict. It is, therefore, desirable to have an 
authoritative statement as to what took place, and it 
will be observed that it is not pro to make the 
statement in any way conclusive, It is only to be taken 
into consideration by the Court. 

The worting of the Bill, however, seems to require 
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somewhat more attention than it has received. The 
most frequent way in which justices’ decisions are 
brought under review is by motion for a certiorari to 
bring up the order or conviction, with a view to its 
being afterwards quashed. ‘The wording of the Bill 
does not seem appropriately framed to meet the case of 
a rule for a certiorari, for in making such a rule abso- 
lute the decision of the justices is not set aside or over- 
ruled. Further, the Bill does not provide any time 
within which the affidavit may be filed, or any means for 
the parties to get copies before the argument comes on, 
It will be very inconvenient if an affidavit is to be pro- 
duced in Court upon the argument which no one has 
had the opportunity of considering before. 





Str Joun Lvepsock’s Bank-notes Crossing Bill, 
which we have more than once noticed, is withdrawn 
by the author, who has introduced another Bill on the 
same subject. Bank-notes Bill No. 1, it may be re- 
membered, purported to provide for Bank of England 
notes being more securely transmitted by authorising 
the “crossing” them with banker’s name, as cheques 
are crossed; and when crossed they were not to be 
legal tender by or to any one, except by such banker 
to the Bank of England. This, as we have before 
pointed out, involved the oddity, which, however, in- 
volved little or no practical objection, that in order to 
facilitate the tender ofa bank-note from Smith to Jones, 
by rendering it securely transmissible, it would render 
the note not a “legal tender” from Smith to Jones. 
Bank-notes Bill No. 2 seems designed to avoid that 
anomaly. It simply authorises any banker to stamp 
across a bank-note the word ‘‘ cancelled,” adding, either 
by stamp or in writing, his own name—or, if he has 
no account with the Bank of England, the name of 
some banker who has; and then enacts that the Bank 
shall not be compellable to pay such note, except to the 
credit of the named banker. Probably this modification 
of the measure may have been intended also to meet 
an objection made to Bill No. 1, on the score that its 
effect would be to return notes into the Bank with 
excessive quickness. 


Me. Bass’s Brit for the total abolition of Im- 
prisonment for Debt came on for second reading this 
week. The objections to the measure have been strongly 
urged by ourselves, and also by Mr. Daniel, Q.C., in 
some observations printed in our columns; we shall, 
therefore, now content ourselves with recording, to our 
own satisfaction, that on the motion of Mr. Lopes the 
Bill was thrown out by 136 to 34. 

A SINGULAR QUESTION has been raised before the 
Court of Coramon Pleas in a case of Roberts v. Crowe 
respecting the liability of the transferee of shares to the 
transferor. The transferee, having been settled on the 
A list of contribmtories, was not found able to pay the 
calls made on him by the official liquidator, and in the 
result a compromise was made under s, 159 of the Act, 
which, upon the principle of Necill’s case, 19 W. R. 36, 
L. RB. 6 Ch. 46, and Hudzon’s care, 19 W. R. 691, L. R. 
12 Eq. 1, did not prevent the transferor from being 
settled on the B list. The transferor accordingly was 
settled on the B list, and he in turn made a compromise 
with the official liquidator, under which he paid certain 
sums. He now sued the transferee on the implied con- 
tract of indemnity. For the defendant, reliance was 
placed inter olia on some observations which fell from 
the Master of the Rolls in Mudson’s case, which, 
however, hardly seemed to warrant the construc- 
tion #0 placed on them, but the Court (Willes and 
Keating, JJ.), eventually decided (the contention was 
raised in 2 special cane) in favour of the plaintiff, stating 
that they considered themselves bound by the Lords 
Justices decision in Nevill s case, in which they also con- 
curred. The contention turned a good deal upon 4 term 
in the traneferor’s compromise, by which he was to give 





up to the official liquidator all the benofit of the shares, 
in ty defendant contended, included anything ob- 
tainable from himself, the transferee. It is certainly not 
surprising that this contention should not have been 
raised in any earlier case, because there would be a 
strong presumption that if the B contributory has to 
pay in consequence of the Court of Chancery not 
being able to extract the money from the A contribu- 
tory, the latter will not be worth powder and shot to the 
former. However, the case has arisen, and thus one 


more is added to the class B points which, of late, have 
cropped up more frequently than formerily. 





UNDUE PARENTAL INFLUENCE. 


It is a commonplace that undue parental influence 
may be a ground of setting aside a deed. According 
to the latest judicial dictum on the subject, influence 
is a thing that is assumed as between parent and 
child—not that the influence is assumed to be unduly 
exercised, but the influence is assumed, and it is then 
thrown upon the father, if he takes any benefit, to show 
not only that the intention to confer the benefit 
existed, but also how that intention was produced, 
and that the child acted advisedly and under proper 
protection (Turner v. Collins, 20 W. R. 305, L. R. 7 oh. 
329). The principles of the.Court with reference to 
influence in general are well understood, and we need 
not advert to them. With regard to parental influ- 
ence, much will depend on whether the transaction 
sought to be impeached was or was not in the nature 
of a family arrangement. Pecuniary transactions be- 
tween father and child, especially when the latter has 
just come of age, ars in general regarded with jea- 
lousy (Hartepp v. Hartopp, 21 Beay. 59)—in fact, with 
the same jealousy as pecuniary transactions between 
guardian and ward (Hatch v. Hatch, 9 Ves. 292), 
medical attendant and patient (Dent v. Bennett, 4 My. 
& C. 269), attorney and client (Moore v. Prance, 9 Ha. 
299), &e., &c. (Huguenin v. Basley, 14 Ves. 273; 
Lyon ¥. Home, 16 W.R. 284, L. R. 6 Eq. 655.) 

Where, however, the transaction between parent and 
child is in the nature of a family arrangement, other 
considerations apply. The reduction of the estate 
tail of the son to an estate for life has always received 
the favour of the Court ( Winnington v. Foley, 1 P. 
Wns. 536), and if the consideration for the son parting 
with his estate tail be not altogether adequate, the Court 
is not accustomed to weigh it in golden scales, to use 
the oft-quoted expression of Lord Chancellor King 
(Young v. Peachey, 2 Atk. 258). It has always been 
held, for obvious reasons, that family arrangements 
ought not to be set aside on light grounds (Jenner v. 
Jenner, 8 W. R. 537, 2. Giff. 232), and in such cases 
apparent inadequacy of consideration and the cir- 
cumstance that the property is reversionary have but 
little weight (Fellamy v. Sabine, 2 Ph. 439). Lord 
Hardwicke said long ago, that if father and son agree 
on something for the benefit of the younger children 


‘(as in Kinchant v. Kinchant, 1 Bro, OC. C. 369), and 


afterwards the son complains of the parental autho- 
rity being exerted, though there may be something 
of that sort, yet the Court will not set the arrange- 
ment aside (Cory v. Cory, 1 Ves. Sen. 19); and Lord 
Eldon said with greater precision, that if the father 
takes no benefit, and the settlement be reasonable and 
proper, the Court will support it, even though it may 
appear that some influence was exerted by the father 
to induce the son to execute it, provided there be no 
evidence of truth suppressed or deception (Gordon v. 
Gordon, 3 Swan. 400). 

In the leading case of Hoghton v. Hoghton (15 Beav. 
278) decided by the Master of the Rolls just twenty 
years ago, tenant in tail of the family estate, 
eleven months after attaining his majority, concurred 
with his father in barring the entail and re-settling 
the estate; and on bill filed by the son five years 





eT SO eee ee 


June 22,1872. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 


625 








afterwards, the transaction was set aside, on the 

und that the terms of the settlement were unrea- 
sonuble, the father taking a direct benefit, and that the 
son had no professional assistance. The dicta there 
of the Master of the Rolls to the effect that in family 
arrangements, though the parental influence exists, 
and has probably been exercised, yet if the transaction 
be one that tends to the peace or security of the family, 
and to the avoiding of family disputes or litigation, 
or to the preservation of the family property, the 
same principles are not applied as to dealings between 
strangers, but such principles are applied as on the 
most comprehensive experience have been found to 
tend most to the interest of families, are fully borne 
out by the earlier decisions. In short, on a family 
arrangement a father may exert just as much influ- 
ence over his son as he can, provided he take no bene- 
fit thereunder, and the arrangement be reasonable 
under the circumstances and be not obtained by fraud 
or misrepresentation (Ha:topp v. Hartopp, sup.). If 
the father does take any benefit under the arrange- 
ment, then it becomes incumbent on him to prove that 
the deed was really the act and deed of the child, and 
was meant by the child to have the exact operation 
which it has, and also that such intention was fairly 
produced (Hoghton v. Hoghton, sup.). 

It should be remembered that in these cases the 
question is not only whether the child meant to do 
what he did, but also how that intention was brought 
about (Huguenin v. Basley, sup.). There should be a 
separate solicitor for the child, of course. Want of 
proper professional assistance is too often a feature in 
these cases, owing to the dislike of the parties to in- 
troduce a stranger into their affairs; and it must be 
borne in mind that the mere reading over a deed to a 
party before execution is not enough, unless the con- 
tents be also explained to him (Hoghton v. Hoghton, 
sup.) 


So much on the subject of re settlements and family 


arrangements, With regard to pecuniary transactions 
between parent and child just after the latter has 
attained twenty-one, and before complete emancipation, 
where no benefit accrues to the child therefrom, a 
presumption of undue influence naturally arises, which 
presumption he who sets up the deed must rebut 
(Archer v. Hudson, 7 Beav. 560). In a case which went 
to the House of Lords, a son who was never emanci- 
pated, for the benefit of his father, joined him in 
charging the family estate with debts not his own to 
three-fourths of its value; and the father was required 
to show, if he could, that the son was really a free 
agent, and had adeauate and independent advice 
(Savery v. King, 5 H. L. Cas. 627). In another ease, 
where father and son mortgaged the family estate im- 
mediately after the majority of the latter to secure debts 
due from the father, partly for permanent improvements 
of the estate, and partly for the maintenance of the son, 
the Court set aside the transaction, it appearing that 
the son had not had separate advice, and that the 
transaction was contrived for the purpose of throwing 
the debts of the father on the estate of the son, and 
could not be supported as a family arrangement (Baker 
Vv. Bradley, 4 W. R, 228, 7 D, M. G. 597), 

Lapse of time may be no defence in this class of 
cases sag te v. Zrevelyan, 11 Cl. & F, 714) where 
there has been no change of circumstances in the 
Interval, In a very striking case (//ateh vy. Hatch, 9 
Ves. 292) a conveyance by a ward to her guardian was 
set aside on the ground of undue influence twenty years 
after the transaction and a settlement of accounts be- 
tween them, after the guardian had dealt with the pro- 
perty as his own, and had devised it by his will. But 
then a gross fraud had been committed, and the ward 
had lived with her guardian until her marriage, and 
with her husband the rest of the time, so that she was 
never her own mistress ; and that circumstance seems 
to have obviated the objection on the score of laches, 





Delay in these cases usually proceeds from acquiescence; 
and although acquiescence implies knowledge of one’s 
rights, yet, practically, lapse of time will be fatal, unless 
there has been no change of circumstances in the inter- 
val. Wright v. Vanderplank (3 W. R. 637,2 K.& J. 
1), where a bill filed ten years after the transaction 
was dismissed on the ground of /aches and subsequent 
acts of acquiescence, goes a long way to show that, if 
the intention to set aside such a deed exists, it should at 
once—i.¢., as soon as the influence has ceased—be put 
into execution (Turner v. Collins, sup.). Brown ve 
Carter (5 Ves. 862) is a good instance of a son’s equity 
to relief against a re-settlement of the family estate 
being lost by his marriage and acquiescence until after 
the death of his father; and in Uimsdale v. Dimsdale 
(3 Dr. 571) the transaction could not have stood, even 
as a family arrangement, but for the son’s subsequent 
dealings with the property which was the subject of it. 
And here we may call attention to the settled principle 
of Wilner vy. Lord Harewood (28 Ves. 259), on which the 
recent cases of Jurratt v. Aldam (18 W. R.511,L. R. 9 
Eq. 463) and Davies v. Davies (18 W. R. 634, L. R. 9 
Eq. 468) were decided—viz., that where a person con- 
firms a portion of a deed it operates as a confirmation 
of the entire transaction. 

The recent case of Turner v. Collins (sup.) is remark- 
able for the difference of opinion as to the question of 
fact between the Vice-Chancellor (Sir R. Malins) and 
the Lord Chancellor. The ultimate decision shows the 
necessity for disputing the transaction at once, if at all, 
which was so much insisted on by Lord Alvanly in 
Brown vy. Carter (sup.). The transaction between the 
father and son in Turner v. Collins took place in 1853, 
and in 1869 the bill was filed by the son, he having had 
independent advisers since 1862. The conclusion was 
that he was barred by delay, except as to a power of 
appointment conferred on the father, the time for the 
exercise of which had not yet arrived. A voluntary 
deed may be set aside, but it cannot in general be recti- 
fied (Lister v. Hodgson, 15 W. R. 547, L. R. 4 Eq. 30), 
and the deed in Turner y. Collins could not have been 
rectified by striking out the power of appointment in 
question unless with the consent of the son, who agreed 
that the rest ought to stand. But for such agreement 
the settlement would have been set aside as a whole. 





ANALOGY OF RULES FOR IMPLICATION OF 
ESTATES IN REALTY AND PERSONALTY. 

Fortior et potentior est dispositio legis quam hominis, 
One illustration of the regard paid to this maxim is to 
be found in the principle so clearly enforced in the case 
of Gardner vy. Sheldon (Vaugh. 259), of the favour 
shown to the heir-at-law, that he shall not be disin- 
herited except by necessary implication, so that a devise 
to B. after the death of A. will give no estate for hfe 
to A., unless B. be the heir-at-law of the testator, but 
the undisposed-of interest will result as a portion of 
estate unatlected by the testamentary disposition to the 
heir-at-law of the testator. If, however, B. the post- 
poned devisee, be the heir-at-law of the testator, then, 
yielding to the effect of the other maxim, expressio urine 
est exclusio alterins, it will be deemed that the express 
direction that the possession of the heir-at-law is to 
take place after the death of A. amounts to a neces- 
sary implication that it shall not take place desrre, and 
an implied devise to A. for his life is in such case 
admitted, there being no derogation from the legal 
favour due to the heir as the presumed successor to the 
rights of his ancestor in the land. 

This principle, which is applicable only to disposi- 
tions of property taking effect under the Statute of 
Uses, or by testamentary gift, has not, in regard to real 
estate as a general rule, ‘been seriously questioned since 
the decision of Chief Justice Vaughan in the above cited 
case (see Aspinal y, Petein, L Sim. & Stu d44; Dyer vy, Dyer, 
1 Mer, 414 ; Aing v. TRe JnAaditints of Ringstead, 9 BLS 
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estate has even been extended to cases,where the future 
devise has been to several children of the testator of 
whom the heir at law was only one (#lackwell v. Bull, 
1 Keen, 176 ; Cockshott v. Cockshott, 2 Coll., 432.) The 
implication of a previous life estate will, as necessarily 
appears from the effect of the two last cases, arise al- 
though the devisee be not described as heir, but it should 
seem that as the principle is a presumption of intention, 
he must be heir, either apparent or presumptive, at the 
the time of the will being made, and not merely heir, 
by the happening of subsequent events, at the death of 
the testator, (see Aspinal v. Petvin, sup.). 

Considerable difference of opinion has obtained as to 
whether the same principle of construction should apply 
to personal estate, or whether the favour to the heir, im- 
plied in the terms in which the rule is conceived, should 
be referred to the feudal principles which pervade our 
real property system. The views of the judicature have 
at different times indicated this divergence. In the 
case of Roe v. Summerset (5 Burr. 2608) there was a 
devise of a chattel real to testator’s daughter Mary, 
after the decease of his daughter Betty, and the two 
judges present, Willes and Blackstone, JJ., held that 
Betty took a life estate by implication, and that a strong 
probable implication was sufficient, and it needed not to 
be a necessary implication. In Bird v. Hunsdon (2 
Swans. 342) the testator directed payment of the income 
of his residuary estate for the maintenance of M. as 
long as she lived single, and without a child, and at her 
death the money to come to testator’s brothers’ and sis- 

hildren,” and it was held that M., though she 
ied, and hada child, was entitled to the income 


On the other hand, in Dyer v. Dyer (sup.) Sir W. 
Grant, M.R. was clearly against the implication of any 
estates to the persons after whose deaths the 
blended fund of the testator’s whole real and personal 
estate was given over, and held that the residuary de- 
visees and legatees (being the same persons) took all 
testator’s real and personal estate, subject only to the life 
interests expressly given by the will In. Blackwell v. 
Bull (sup), though i renuously urged upon Lord 
Langdale, on the authority of Roe v. Summerset and Bird 
v. Hunsdon, (sup.) that, in the case of personalty, there 
is always anu implied life estate to the person after 
whose death the fund is given over, his Lordship did 
not adopt that argument, but decided the case on the 
special circumstances. This case could also, if neces- 
be supported on the ground of analogy to the rule 
te; the children to whom the gift, after the 
1, Was made being the testator’s next of kin. 
Again in Cockshott vy. Cockshott, (sup.) Vice-Chancellor 
snight Bruce held that the widow of testator took a life 
interest during widowhood, in the residue of the per- 
sonal estate which was given to the testator’s four sons 
after the death or marriage of the widow ; here also, 
though the grounds of the judgment are not expressed, 
the four sons being some of the testator’s next of kin, to 
whom the interest in the property would have gone, 
if not disposed of, the decision is capable of being re- 
ferred to this analogy to the rule as to real estate. 
Vice-Chancellor Kindersley, in the case of Stevens 
v. Hale (2 Drew & S. 22, 10 W. B. 418) distinctly laid 
down the general rule as to real and personal estate, 
that there could be no implication of a life estate in 
a person after whose death the gift over is made to 
take effect, unless in the case of real eatate the future 
devisee be the testator’s heir-at-law ; and in the case 
of personal estate he said, “It might be considered as 
now settled, that if there is a bequest of personalty, 
whether of a portion or of the whole residue, after 
the death of A.to the person or persons who is or 
are the next of kin of the testator, A. takes a life 
estate by implication upon a ground similar to that 
which applies in real estate.” In the case before him 
the Vice-Chancellor, however, declined to apply the 





principle, because the persons who were to take the 
whole estate after the death of the widow were not 
necessarily the testator's next of kin, and it might 
happen that not one of those who were the next of 
kin at the date of the will would take under the 
general bequest. The identity in principle between 
real and personal estate as to the point in question was 
also recognised by the Master of the Rolls in Cranley v. 
Dixon (23 Beay. 52, 5 W. R. Ch. Dig. 125), and the 
case of Zve v. Summerset (sup.), so far as it might 
appear to militate against this conclusion, was referred 
to by his Honour as involving a great many niceties, 

However, in the case of Humphreys v. Humphreys 
(15 W. R. 391), where the terms of the ‘residua 
clause were as follows :— Alter my dear wife's death 
leave the remainder of my property to be divided 
among my brothers and sisters, if living; if dead, then 
to my nephews and nieces,’”—and from the argument 
it would seem the residuary legatees were not the 
testator’s next of kin—Vice-Chancellor Stuart con- 
sidered that the authority of the cases of Roe v. Sum- 
merset and Bird vy. Hunsdon (sup.) was still unim- 
peached, and that the principie established by them 
was too strong to be shaken by the dicta of certain 
judges, and that such principle (particularly supported, 
as in the case before him, by the fact that the person 
to take could not be ascertained till after the death 
of the widow) required him to hold that the widow 
took an estate for life by implication. 

The whole subject has since, however, been elabo- 
rately considered by the late Master of the Rolls in 
Treland in the case of Jumes v. Shannon (16 W. R. Ch. 
Dig. 147, Ir. Rep. 2. Eq. 118), and his Honour clearly 
dissented from the proposition enunciated by Sir J. 
Stuart in Humphreys v. Humphreys (sup.) that the 
authorities for extending to personalty the rule applicable 
to realty were merely dicta, and he considered, although 
the character filled by the ultimate devisee, whether he 
were a stranger, or the relative who would take in case 
of intestacy, was only one element in deciding whether 
there was an implied prior gift; its importance arose 
from its being always present, and affording a rule of 
construction applicable to all cases where no element 
controls it; and concluded, that though the doctrine 
applied to real estate was at first rested on the necessity 
of clear words to disinherit the heir-at-law, but the 
principle of it equally applied to personalty, and that 
the rule so clearly laid down in Stevens v. Hale and 
Cranley vy. Dixon (sup.) was a sound one, which, after a 
consideration of the various authorities bearing on the 
question, he was prepared to adopt, even if there be— 
which he did not say there was—a conflict of opinion 
on the point. 

In the recent case of Harris vy. Du Pasquier (20 W. 
R. 668) where the residuary real and personal property 
was given, after the death of testator’s wife, to objects 
other than those who would have taken in case of in- 
testacy, the applicability to personalty of the rules 
established on this subject, in regard to realty, was again 
brought in question, and Vice-Chancellor Wickens 
observing that as to the life estate by implication to the 
widow, the principles were very fully and carefully dis- 
cussed, and all the authorities collected, in the case of 
James ¥. Shannon, before the late Master of the Rolls 
for Ireland, he (the Vice-Chancellor) was of opinion 
that a gift to the widow for life could not be implied by 
the words of the will before him. 

The preponderance of authority seems, therefore, to 
be now clearly in favour of the identity of the rule to 
be applied to personalty and realty, as to the implication 
of Ife estates in the case of gifts framed as above 
indicated. 





The appointment by Mr. F. 8. Marriott, solicitor, one of 
her Majesty’s coroners for Suffolk, of Mr, William Ebden, 
surgeon, of Haugnley, Suffolk, to act as his deputy, has 
been approved by the Lord Chancellor. 
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RECENT DECISIONS. 


EQUITY. 
§raMPs ON POLICIES OF MUTUAL MARINE ASSURANCE, 


ReAlbert Average Association—Bly th & Co.'s case, M.R. 
20 W. R, 504. 

It was held in Smith’s case (17 W. R. 941) that a 

rson who had agreed in writing to join a mutual 
marine insurance association and had paid contributions 
as a member, and had made a claim in respect of damage 
to his ship, was. not liable to be placed on the list of 
contributories of the association when ordered to be 
wound-up by reason of the contract for the policy, as 
well as the policy itself, being unstamped, and therefore 
being inadmissible as evidence under section 14 of the 
Act, 35 Geo. 3 0. 35 (the Stamp Act then in force). In 
Blyth § Cv.’s case the contract of the policy was un- 
stamped, but the policy itself, which contained no refer- 
ence to the contract, was stamped; and it was con-~ 


tended, but unsuccessfully, that the contract was not ad- 


missible as evidence of the terms upon which the policy 
was granted. The meaning of the Act was explained by 
the Lord Justice Selwyn in Smith’s case, and appears to 
be this, that a contract for a policy must in general be 
stamped ; but if a contract for a policy be made, and a 
policy according thereto stamped and executed within 
three days after the making of such contract, then the 
contract is merged in the policy, and the fact of the 
former not being stamped is immaterial. This was what 
had occurred in Blyth g Co.’s case, and, therefore, the 
firm were placed on the list of contributories, 

Questions like these will not arise under the Stamp 
Act, 1870, as policies of sea assurance may now be 
stamped at any time after execution or payment of 
the unpaid duty and penalty (section 15). See sections 
117, 118 as to policies of insurance in general. 


LEGATEE PRE-DECEASING TESTATOR. 
Browne v. Hope, V.C.W., 20 W. R. 667. 


The rule that, in order to prevent a lapse, in the case 
of a legatee pre-deceasing testator, there must not only 
be a declaration against lapse, but also a clear substitu- 
tion of the executors in the place of the deceasing legatee, 
receives a fresh illustration and confirmation from this 
case, which is more particularly valuable when regarded 
as supplementary to the earlier case of Gittings v. McDer- 
mott (2 M. & K. 60), decided by Lord Brougham in 1834. 
In that case a lapse waa held to have been prevented in the 
case of each two several bequests expressed in different 
manners, namely, in the case of a bequest to A., “or 
to his heirs,” and, in the case of a bequest to B.,“ and to 
his heirs ;” but it was held that while the former bequest 
was a clear case of substitution, the latter, had it 
stood by itself, was as clearly not a case of substitution, al- 
though from the force of the attraction of the former the 
latter also was held to have been intended, and ac- 
cordingly was construed, in that particular instance as 
& substitution. The bequest in the present case was 
expressed in the latter of the two ways which have 
juet been mentioned, being in these words:—To A. 
“and to his executors, administrators, and assigns,” to 
whom the testator bequeathed the same accordingly; and 
there was here no other bequest couched in the disjunc- 
tive form, by the force of whose attraction or analogy 
the ordinary rule of law should be weakened or counter- 
acted, and the Vice-Chancellor accordingly held, follow- 
ing in the wake of Lord Brougham and agreeing with 
him in substance, although differing from him iu the 
particular instance, that on the bequest to A., who pre- 
deceased the testator, was a clear case of lapse, the words 
“‘and to his exeoutors, administrators and assigns,” 
being mere words of limitation, and as such as inopera- 
tive as they were unnecessary, 





COMMON LAW. 
MARITIME LIEN—NECESSARIES. 
The “ Two Ellens,” P.C., 20 W. RB. 592. 

This case (commented on 15 S, J. 827), has now been 
affirmed on appeal; the Court above not sharing in the 
reluctance with which Sir R. Phillimore followed the 
decision of his predecessor. In delivering judgment the 
Court referred to the decisions on the earlier statute (3 & 
4 Vict. c. 65, s. 6), and expressly said that they ‘‘did not 
mean to intimate any doubts as to the validity of those 
decisions,” adding that ‘‘ those decisions may be sup- 
ported on the ground that,though it is perfectly true 
that the only words used in the section are ‘that the 
High Court of Admiralty shall have jurisdiction’ — 
which words seem hardly sufficient in themselves to create 
a maritime lien—yet, looking at the subject matter to 
which that section relates, it appears designed to en- 
large the jurisdiction which the Court of Admiralty 
already had in matters forming the subject of a maritime 
lien.” But the words in italics are based on what, if a 
sound argument at all, would be also by far the strongest 
argument in favour of the construction of the statute 
which those decisions have established; the argument 
which, in fact, chiefly tended to establish that construc- 
tion, and which naturally led Sir R. Phillimore to apply 
the same construction in the present case. That argu- 
ment being taken away, the real basisof what is left goes 
with it; the mere juxtaposition in a clause extending 
jurisdiction, of claims which in their nature constitated 
liens with aclaim which in its nature did not (according 
to English law) constitute a lien, can be no more argu- 
ment for giving the lien in the latter class than for deny- 
ing it in newly-included instances of the former; and 
the observation of Lord Justice Mellish, that if the Act 
of 1861 had meant to give liens, itwould have regulated 
their order of priority, is equally applicable to the 
earlier statute. A practice which, having been sanctioned 
by decision, has been allowed for some time to prevail, 
is very likely to be followed by the Court of Appeal for 
convenience sake; but the rule then introduced cannot at 
present be considered to be established, and we shall not 
be surprised if an attempt should be made to question it 
before the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council. 


OBSCENE PUBLICATION.—REPORT OF JUDICIAL 
PROCEEDINGS. 
Steele v. Brannan, C.P., 20 W. R. 607. 

This case arose out of the now notorious publication of 
the “Confessional Unmasked.” It was decided in Reg. v. 
Hickhlin, 16 W. R. 301, L. R. 5 Q. B. 360, that this, no 
matter what its design, was an ob e publicati 
The publishers of the work then issued a report of 
that case, in which they set out large parts 
of the original publication put in evidence, but not 
actually read in the course of the former proceed- 
ings, and for this they were again proseeuted. The 
Court of Common Pleas had no difficulty in concurring 
with the opinion pronounced by the Court of Queen’s 
Bench that the publication was obscene ; and they fur- 
ther held that there was no privilege which protected 
the publication of matter in itself of this character 
under the plea that it was a report of judicial proceedings. 
Tho privilege of such reports exists, as was pointed out 
by Bayley, J., in passage cited by Bovill, C.J., from his 
judgment in Rew v. Carlile, 3 B, & Ald. 167, for the benefit 
of the public, and the same reason which gives the privi- 
lege must also furnish the limit. In the present case the 
magistrate before whom the proceedings were instituted 
came to the conclusion that the work was not a fair and 
bond fide report of the earlier case, and in this the Court 
agreed with him. But the general ground of the decision 
was independent of ithis ciroumstance, and certainly 
goes to show that even a perfect shorthand note of 
the proceedings in Court, which could not be other- 
wise than a fair report, would be liable to the same cea- 
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sure. And this was, in fact, decided in Rex v. Carlile, 
when the defendant in the original trial had in fact, no 
doubt with a view to the subsequent publication, ac- 
tually read over to the jury the whole of the “Age of 
Reason”’ for the publication of which he was then being 
tried. The absurdity of a contrary decision is obvious, 
and was clearly pointed out by Grove, J. “‘ Any one pub- 
lishing filthy matter would only have to get himself 
brought before a court of justice, and have it read, or 
taken as read, and he could then publish it with impu- 
nity, and the law, instead of preventing it, would give 
the opportunity of doing it—a reductio ad absurdum.” 


ATTORNEY’s LIEN FOR Costs. 
Mercer v. Graves, Q.B., 20 W. R. 605. 

The plaintiff, suing for costs due from the defendant 
under an Irish nonsuit, was met by a set-off in respect of 
judgments recovered against him in Ireland by the 
defendant; the plaintiff replied, equitably, that his 
attorney in the action mentioned in the declaration was 
unpaid, and that he had a right to receive the costs now 
sued for, and that the plaintiff was suing as his trustee, 
not saying, however, that the attorney had obtained any 
charging order under 23 & 24 Vict. c. 127, 8, 28 (which 
Act, indeed, does not for this purpose extend to Ireland). 
In fact, the plaintiff claimed to treat the costs sued for as 
if they had been assigned by way of security to the 
attorney. The Court decided on demurrer against this 
view, and indeed the plaintiff’s attempt was contrary to 
what has long been considered as the settled law, and 
especially to the case of Brunsden vy, Allard, 7 W. R. 
581, 28 L. J. Q. B. 306, which shows that, at least in the 
absence of collusion, the party to a suit may at any stage 
of it compromise with his opponent, and defeat alto- 
gether the so-called lien of his attorney. The plaintiff’s 
reliance was evidently placed on Ez parte Cleland, 15 
W. BR. 1160, L. R. 2 Ch. 808, and with all respect for the 
ingenuity of the Bench, it must be admitted that the 
comments and explanations as to that case put forward 
by Blackburn and Lush, JJ., were far from satisfac- 
tory, and it is difficult to avoid the conclusion that a 
somewhat different view prevails in equity with respect 
to a solicitor’s claim for costs than that which is 
recognised at law. 


WILL IN ExERCISE OF A POWER. 
In the zoods of Elizabeth Graham, Prob., 20 W. R. 614. 


It would have been almost a reductio ad absurdum if 
the prinsiple laid down in Barnes v. Vincent (5 Moo. 
P. C. 201), and recently followed in Noble v. Willcock 
(19 W. B. 1115, L. RB. 2 Pr. 276), had been pushed so far 
as to allow probate to issue in the present case. A 
married woman had made a will in exercise of a power, 
which by its terms was only to come into effect in an 
event which did not happen, and the beneficiaries of 
which predeceased the testatrix. The generality of the 
rule laid down in the former case, that probate ought tobe 
granted “ wheresoever the paper professes to be made and 
executed under a power, and is made by one whose capa- 
city and testamentary intention is clear,” ie limited by 
the words immediately following, “and no other objec - 
tion occurs save those connected with the power,” and by 
the concluding words of the same sentence, which give 
the reason of the rule—viz., “ To leave to the Court 
which has to deal with the rights under that instrament 
to decide whether or not it is authorised by that power 
and by ite execation.” In the present case there was 
BO one interested in the will; if the beneficiaries had 
survived the testatrix, the case would have been more 
arguable, but it seems that in that case equally probate 
would have been refused, since it appeared by the will 
itself, quite apart from any question of whether it eatis- 
fiei the exigencies of the power, that it could have no 
operation. 
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A Practical Treatise on the New Law ‘ompensation to 
Tenants in Ireland and the other Prov'siis of the Land. 
lord and Tenant Act, 1870; with an Appeidiv of Statutes 
and Rules. By Isaac Burt, Esq., of the Inner Temple, 
Barrister-at-Law, one of Her Majesty’s Counsel in Ire. 
land. Dublin: Falconer. 


This is a book of a very peculiar kind. A book on the 
subject of the Irish Land Laws might well be either 
popular treatise, dealing with the political and social 
aspects of the subject, or a treatise addressed to lawyers 
and confined to legal questions. Those who know Mr, 
Butt’s name only in connection with his late political per. 
formances might naturally expect a book by him to be of 
the former, rather than of the latter class. But it is quite 
otherwise with the present work. It is strictly a legal 
treatise. The author is quite justified in saying, as he does 
say in the preface, that it “is entirely confined to a legal 
examination of the Act. Its policy or objects are seldom 
alluded to, and then only so far as they may be inferred 
from the provisions of the statute itself, and as they may 
throw light on its interpretation, according to the settled 
principles of legal construction.” Again, the law books 
which appear in such numbers immediately after any great 
change in the law are commonly of two classes. They aim. 
either at exhibiting the whole law upon the subject, that 
which is old as well as that which is new—and books of 
this sort are generally lengthy; or they are mere exposi- 
tions of the changes just made in the law, the old law being 
referred to only so far as is necessary to make the new 
intelligible. And books of this class are generally small, 
and for the most part take the form of a mere edition of 
the Act in question, with notes. Mr. Butt’s book is not of 
the first class—it is not a treatise on the law of landlord 
and tenant in Ireland. It is strictly limited to an exami. 
nation of the new law, and those matters which are neces. 
sary for explaining it. But when it is seen that the Irish 
Land Act contains just seventy-three sections, and that Mr. 
Butt’s book contains from cover to cover nearly six hundred 
and fifty pages, it will at once be evident that it is quite 
different in character from the short comments on new laws 
with which we are all familiar. It is, in fact, the most 
systematic, and at the same time the most minute exami. 
nation of a new Act of Parliament we have ever met with, 
In the case of most statntes such a mode of treatment 
would be injudicious : it would not be worth while to spend 
great labonr and thought in suggesting probable solutions 
of difficulties. But the Irish Land Act is not an ordinary 
Act: It deals with subjects of great importance, and it 
deals with them in a very peculiar way, expressing little in 
full detail, and leaving much to be worked out by the Couris 
as best they can ; the Courts, moreover, on which the main 
weight of responsibility is thrown being, not the Superior 
Courts, but the Courts of the Chairmen of Quarter Sessions, 
For these reasons it was probably not unwise to venture in 
advance upon an elaborate examination of the Irish Land 
Act, of such a kind as it would scarcely be prudent to at- 
tempt with most Acts of Parliament. 

Be this as it may, it is an examination of this kind which 
Mr. Butt has undertaken. He hopes “that there are few 
questions likely to arise on the statute which are not 
suggested in the treatise, and some, at least, of the con- 
siderations which may influence their determination pointed 
out.” How far the book is entitled to the praise of com- 
pleteness in this respect nothing, of course, but experience 
can decide. But the number of questions arising out of 
the Act, and discussed by Mr. Butt, is certainly very great. 
One merit the book certainly has, and that is a due propor- 
tion between the space given to the larger and to the smaller 
questions. Thus, as has been pointed out over and over 
again in these columns ever since the Act was passing 
through Parliament, among the most important questions, 
if not the most important, which has to be solved, is the 
real effect of the Act upon the Ulater Tenant Right custom; 
and this depends upon the construction to be put upon the 
various sections of the Act with respect to the mode of 
enforcing those Ulster castoms, which the first section 
legalises. The Ulster custom, in whatever forma it has 
existed, has never had anything to do with compensation. 
It has always been something entitling a tenant to remain 











































































June 22, 1872. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 





629 








—— 


in possession, or to assign his goodwill to another, or 
otherwise more or less completely to exercise some sort of 
proprietary right over the land, or some interest in it. 
Now, if the Act, when it legalises the custom, really 
provides no remedy for the tenant but a money com- 

nsation, it is perfectly clear that the Act is in fact 
an Act for abolishing the Ulster Tenant Right custom, 
and substituting a money compensation upon eviction 
in place of it. If,on the other hand, there are means 
under the Act, when properly construed, of specifically 
enforcing the rights of tenants under the custom, an entirely 
different result will follow. This question is discussed 
with great fulness by Mr. Butt in chapter 15, section 3, 

es 331 to 342. He comes to the conclusion that the 

rights under the custom may be specifically enforced. We 
are, ourselves, rather inclined to the opposite opinion. 
But, whichever view in the end prevails, Mr. Butt’s discus- 
sion of the whole subject from pages 297 to 357 cannot 
fail to be of the greatest assistance to all those who have 
to consider the question. The many other questions 
of great and general importance to which the Act 
gives rise are treated with similar fulness. The minnute- 
ness of his criticisms upon smaller questions is well illus- 
trated by the following passage from pp. 15 and 16, which 
explains itself :— 

“The 57th and 58th sections furnish a good illustration 
of the manner in which words apparently the most general 
must be taken to be controlled and limited by the provi- 
sions restricting the operation of the Act. The 57th 
section imposes a stamp duty of half-a-crown upon notices 
to quit, but expressly limits the impost to ‘notices to quit 
to be served on the tenant of a holding, as defined by this 
Act.’ The 58th section, which defines certain requisites as 
essential to the validity of a notice to quit, begins with 
very general words. ‘No notice to quit shall be valid.’ 
Ait first the generality of the words would appear to be in 
contrast with the express limitation contained in the pre- 
ceding section, but on looking over the section itself we 
find among the requisites that such notice shall at the time 
of service thereof be duly stamped with a stamp denoting 
the payment of a duty of two shillings and sixpence. As 
this duty is only paid in the case of holdings as defined 
under the Act, it follows of necessity that all the’ provi- 
sions of the 58th section are equally limited in their opera- 
tion. It follows from this that the law as to notices to quit 
will differ in some important respects in the case of town 
and country tenants. In the case of the former, a yearly 
tenancy may still be determined by a parol notice to quit. 
In the case of the latter the notice must be written or 
printed, it must be impressed with a two-and-sixpenny 
stamp, and it must be drawn with all the requisites pre- 
scribed by the 58th section. If there be inconvenience in 
the difference it can only be remedied by future legisla- 
tion.” 

Upon the whole there are some points as to which we 
are inclined to differ from Mr. Butt’s conclusions. There 
are sure to be others on which we have, formed no opinion, 
but as to which a view different from his will ultimately 
prevail. But upon most of the questions discussed, at least 
of those upon which we feel justified in forming a decided 
opinion, we think his reasoning is sound; and upon all 
his book is full of suggestion. 





The Law and Practice of Injunctions, in Equity and at Com. 
mon Law. By Wittiam Joyce, of Lincoln’s Inn, Barris- 
ter-at-law. London: Stevens & Haynes. 

The task of compiling a hand-book to the practice of 
Tnjanctions is by very far the smaller kalf of the task 
which Mr. Joyce here sets himself to perform, involving, 
as it does, nothing more formidable than the collecting 
and arranging tho statutos, orders, and decisions on the 
subject. But the phrase “law of injunctions” seems to 
embrace all the legal grounds on which injunctions are 
granted and refused, in a field which includes nearly the 
whole corpus of the law. The question whether or no an 
injunction will be awarded may be a question on the law 
of real property, or a question of light and air or some 
other easement, or of restraint of trade, of interpleader, 
bill of oxchango, copyright, stoppage in transitu, or 
custody of children; in short, it seoms impossible to 
imagine any nook or corner of the law which may not 


object has been “to produce a complete exposition of 
the Law and Practice of Injunctions,” and the 

method which he has adopted is the remarkably 

simple one of stringing together, arranged accord- 

ing to subject-matter, “every case in the English 

Courts of Equity (together with the cases on injunctions in 

the House of Lords, and in the Privy Council and Irish 

Courts, with the Scotch cases of Interdicts in the House of 
Lords), where an injunction has formed any material 

portion of the relief asked for, or has been noticed.” The 
eases are stated in the text, and the references to the 

reports given (as is customary) in the foot-notes. Very 

frequently the statement of the case is a transcript of the 
head-note of a report, but sometimes the facts are given at 
considerable length, and sometimes also we have passages 
from the judgment given verbatim. The book, in short, is 
a collection of reported decisions, strung together as boys 
string birds’-eggs, and the author informs us that upwards 
of 3,500 cases and 160 statutes are cited. We find through- 
out the two volumes scarcely any attempt at stating 
doctrines or at smelting out or digesting the resultant prin- 
ciples of the decisions. The decisions are given, and the 
practitioner using the book must make the best he can of 
them. The book is an extremely exhaustive collection of 
the cases, and that is all; an “exposition” of the law it 
can hardly pretend to be. Yet, “unscientific” as such a 
mere collection of cases is, its value to the practitioner may 
be very great. It is true that Mr. Joyce does not present 
to his readers expositions of doctrines or principles, 
but the mere collection of cases will be very serviceable. 
The practitioner may go to some established and intelli- 
gent text-book for the principles governing any particular 
subject, but he will find it an immense advantage to have 
at his elbow a collection of all the authorities in which that 
subject has been discussed in relation to injunctions. 
Moreover, a great number of cases are here stated so very 
fully that a reference to the report itself becomes hardly 
necessary, which will be a boon to practitioners having but 
a limited library of reports. .This is especially so with re- 
spect to some of the important nuisance cases in which the 
ratio decidendi can only be stated by stating the facts, and 
in such cases as these Mr. Joyce’s copious statements will be 
found useful, but we must warn the practitioner that where 
principles or doctrines are involved the cases often contain 
more than Mr. Joyce’s citation would imply. 

We think that the collection of authorities may be relied 
upon as very exhaustive ; but no collector, of course, can 
escape making some omissions, and it was a trifle rash of 
Mr. Joyce to state in his prefacea belief that every one had 
been noticed. We have found one or two omissions 
ourselves. For instance, Steele v. The North Metro- 
polittn Railway Company (15 W. R. 598), in which 
Lord Chelmsford reviewed the doctrine of the Court of 
Chancery as to bills to restrain applications to Parlia- 
ment; Raphael v. Thames Valley Railway Company (15 
W. R. 322), in which some rather important obser- 
vations were made by the same judge upon the 
consideration of public convenience when raised by 
a railway company in contention with a private 
suitor; also, on the topic of injunctions to restrain brick- 
burning, the cases of Hole v. Barlow (6 W. R. 619, 6 C. B. 
N. S. 334), and Bamford v. Turnley (10 W. R. 803, 3 
B. & S. 62) are not cited. In Luscombe v. Steer (15 W. R. 
1191) Rolt, L.J., treated Hole v. Barlow as overruled by 
Walter v. Selfe (4 De G. & S. 315), but, of course, that is no 
reason for ignoring Hole v. Barlow, for it is as useful to know 
what to avoid as whatto follow. Luscombe v. Steer, by the way, 
is}inadequately statedin Mr. Joyce's book. Probably afurther 
search might add more to this list of omissions, but we think 
that nofault can be foundwith theworkon this head, The 
greatdisadvantage of the bookis the utterabsence of anythine 
more intelligent than the mere labour of getting the cases 
together and putting them between the covers of a book. 
One result of this way of handling the subject is that the 
cases get scattered about the two volumes, and though the 
reader may feel pretty sure that all the authorities relating 
to a particular point are in the book somewhere, he cannos 
depend on their being close together. Again, there are 
| many aspects of the “law of injunctions” which cannot be 
adequately presented to the practitioner by merely string- 
ing togethor cases in which injunctions have been granted 
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air” ought certainly to be treated with some investigation 
of the important principles which have been discussed and 
established, relating to these and.other easements, yet Mr. 
Joyce has nothing beyond his mere string of authorities 
Similarly, such questions as that discussed incidentally by 
Lord Justice Rolt in Luscombe v. Steer (ubi sup.)—viz., 
whether the Court of Chancery will grant an injunction 
wherever an action would be maintainable, ought to be 
noticed. On this latter question there is a direct conflict 
between Lord Eldon in Attorney-General v. Nichol (16 Ves. 
338), and Lord St. Leonards in Walter v. Selfe (ubi sup.) ; 
all that Mr. Joyce does is to cite Attorney-General v. Nichol 
(which was a “light and air” case) in one portion of his 
book, and Walter v. Selfe (the brickburning case) in 
another. The question of principle is not noticed, and 
consequently these two discordant cases are nowhere con- 
trasted as they should be. Mr. Joyce seems to have no 
notion of basing his book on principles ; all he does is to 
collect the cases and then classify them in sections—as 
cases about brickburning, cases about banks, and so forth. 
Still the book, though very unintelligently framed, will be 
useful as a collection of cases. To practitioners already 
well grounded in the principles of the subject it will be 
valuable, but the tyro may be misled by the want of prin- 
ciple or scientific arrangement. 














COURTS. 


THE ALBERT LIFE ASSURANCE 
ARBITRATION.* 
(Before Lord Carrns.) 

Feb. 28.—Re the Bank of London and National Provincia 
Insurance Association. The Durlam and Northumberland 
&c. Association’s case. 

Company—Amalgamation of companies—Winding-up— 

Contributory—Share register. 

The D. Company became amalgamated with the B. Com- 
pany, and on the amalganation it was agreed that the D. 
Company should transfer all its business to the B. Company, 
and in consideration thereof should receive 600 shares in the 
B. Company. The B. Company sent transfers of the 600 
shares to the directors of the D. Company, but they never 
accepted the transfers. After certain negotiations with refe- 
rence to these transfers the B. Company becaine amalgamated 
with the A. Company, and it was arranged that the A. Com- 
pany should give to the D. Company 200 A. Company’s 
shares in liew of the 600 B. Company’s shares to which the 
D. Company were entitled. The A. and B. Companies were 
afterwards wound up. The B. Company had no “ share 
register,” but it had a book called the “ share ledger,” and it 
was found that the name of the D. Company was entered in 
this book as the holder of the 600 shares. 

Held, that the D. Company was entitled to have its name 
removed from the list of contributories to the B. Company. 


This was an application on the partof the Durham and 
Northumberland Life, Fire, Marine and General Provident 
Association to have their name removed from the list of 
contributories to the Bank of London and National Provin- 
cial Insurance Association, an unregistered company esta- 
blished under a deed of settlement, dated 21st August, 
1856. 

On the 2nd November, 1857, an agreement was entered 
into between the Durham, &c. Association and the Bank of 
London Association, containing the following provisions :— 

“1. The business of the Durham Association shall be 
consolidated and amalgamated with the business of the 
London Association, and the business of the two associa- 
tions shall become and be one amalgamated and consoli- 
dated business, and be carried on by the London Associa- 
tion under the name and title now borne by the London 
Association, and the two associations shall be as one amal- 
gamated and consolidated association under such name 
and title. 

“5. For carrying into effect the amalgamation and conso- 
lidation hereby agreed, the shareholders of the Durham 
Association shall become and be sharehoiders of the Lon- 
don Association to the extent hereinafter mentioned, that 
is to say 600 shares of the London Association, on each of 


i ~ Reported by Richard Marrack, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 
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which £1 shall be considered to have been paid, shall be 
apportioned to the shareholders of the Durham Associa. 
tion in substitution for their existing shares, on each of 
which £1 has also been paid.” 

On the 4th March, 1858, a letter was sent by the mana. 
ger of the Bank of London Association to Mr. Stobart, the 
Chairman of the Board of Directors of the Durham Asso- 
ciation, containing the following passage :— 

“Tn accordance with the terms of the agreement be. 
tween the Durham Association, I enclose you two transfers 
of 600 shares in this association for your and Mr. Crozier’s 
signature, and on the same being returned shall have much 
pleasure in transmitting you the share certificate.” 

And two deeds of transfer were enclosed with the letter, 

On the 5th March, 1858, the following communication 
was sent tothe Bank of London Association from the 
Durham Association :— 

“The directors request that the 600 shares may be for- 
warded in blank, in order that the same may be filled up 
and distributed among the brother shareholders. The 
directors will make a return to the London office, showing 
to whom the shares have been issued.” 

The Bank of London refused to forward blank certifi- 
cates. The two deeds of transfer that had been sent to 
Messrs. Stobart and Crozier were retained by them; but 
they were never executed by Mr. Crozier, although Mr. 
Stobart appears to have executed them. After this some 
negotiations took place about these transfers, and on the 
7th October, 1858, an agreement was entered into for the 
Amalgamation of the Bank of London Association with the 
Albert Company, and it was proposed that the Durham 
Association should receive Albert shares in lieu of the 
Bank of London shares to which they were entitled. Ac- 
cordingly Mr. Crozier, the Managing Director of the Dur. 
ham Association, wrote to the Bank of London Association 
on the 29th December, 1858 :— 

“We, three of the directors of the Durham Association, 
elect for ourselves (and for our brother shareholders, sub- 
ject to their consent to be obtained at a’general meeting 
to be called for such purpose) to take shares in the Albert 
Company, viz., 1,200 for and in lieu of the 1,200 shares we 
are entitled to in the Bank of London Company. 

For W. Stobart, R. M. Hudson, and Self, 
J. Crozier.” 

It was arranged that it was only 600 Bank of London 
shares to which the Durham Association were entitled, and 
that they should receive 200 Albert shares in lieu thereof. 
These 200 shares were received by the Durham Association 
and were sold by them, and the proceeds were divided 
among their shareholders. 

The Durham Association was wound up in 1865, and in 
1869-70 the Albert Company and the Bank of London As- 
sociation were ordered to be wound up. 

The Bank of London Association had no register of 
shareholders, but had a book called “the share ledger.” 
in which the name of the Durham Association remained 
entered as the holders of 600 shares. The share certificates 
with reference to these were in the hands of the Albert 
Company, and certified that “the trustees for the time 
being of the Durham Association are proprietors of the 
shares.” 

The deed of settlement of the Durham Company con- 
tained no power of amalgamation, and no provision for the 
sale or transfer of the business, and no power of holding 
shares in another company. 

An application was now made to remove the name of the 
Durham Association from the list of contributories to the 
Bank of London Association. 

Everitt, for the Durham Association.—It was originally 
intended by the Durham Association that shares should be 
given them in the Bank of London ; but their original in- 
tention was not carried into effect. They never accepted 
the transfer, or did anything else to incur any liablity in 
respect of Bank of London Shares. The mere putting of 
their name on the register behind their back cannot fix 
them with any liability. 

Rodwell, for the Bank of London Association.—Though 
the Durham Association’s deed of settlement did not 
authorise an amalgamation and the acceptance of shares 
in the Bank of London, yet there were meetings of share- 
holders which approved of all these transactions. It was 
impossible for the Durham Company to recede from their 
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bargain as to the amalgamation. They did not do so; they 
did adopt their position of shareholders in the Bank of 
London Association, and on that footing they received and 
got the benefit of the shares in the Albert. 

{Lord Carrns.—You may find a person who has executed 
the deed, who never in his life has seen a creditor of the 
company, and who has never been seen by one, and from 
the mere fact of his executing the deed he is liable to the 
debts. You may finda person who has not executed the 
deed, but who has in equity put himself in the same posi- 
tion as if he had executed the deed, by a valid contract to 
become a partner. You may find a person who has neither 
executed the deed, nor in equity contracted actually to 
take shares, but who has in a company of this kind dealt 
with creditors fuce to face and thereby constituted some 
liability between himself and the creditor. In which of 
these three categories are these persons to be placed ?] 

Rodwell_—They were persons who had done things which 
made them in equity liable to contribute to the assets of 
the Company. 

Lord Cairns.—It was reasonable, when the official 
liquidator found the Durham Company entered in the 
share ledger of the Bank of London Association, for 600 
shares, to endeavour to fix them there, and find what 
the truth of the matter was. But the facts now being 
ascertained, it is clear that there is no ground for holding 
them to be contributories in the winding up of the London 
Association. It seems to me clear on the evidence that it 
never was the intention of any person whatever at any time 
that the Durham Company should be shareholders in or con- 
tributories to the Bank of London Company. ‘There would 
have been no power to make them shareholders in a foreign 
company. But putting that out of the case, there does not 
seem to me to have been an intention on the part of any 
persons of making them, as a company, shareholders in the 
Bank of London; for that is what is proposed to be done. 
What all obviously intended in theagreement between the 
Darham Association and the Bank of London was this, that 
600 shares in the Bank of London, as things of value, at least 
worth £1 a share, should be put into the names of share- 
holders of the Durham Association to be selected by the 
Durham Association. The next stage of the matter seems 
to be this, that the Bank of London Company thought the 
easiest thing for them, or that which would give them least 
trouble, would be to take two gentlemen, Crozier and 
Stobart, who were representing the Directors of the 
Durham Company, and send down transfers for them of 
the 600 shares, leaving them to divide them again among 
the shareholders as they might think fit, and then if Crozier 
and Stobart had agreed to take the shares in that way, 
they might have become shareholders, but the application 
would have been to put them on the register, and not the 
Durham Company. However, it seems to me that Stobart 
and Crozier never agreed to accept these transfers or to 
become shareholders, and nobody seems to think they did, 
because they wero never put down in the books. 

In that state of things there being a liability on the part 
of the Bank of London Company to the Durham Company to 
make over to the Durham Company 600of the Bank of London 
shares, the Bank of: London agrees to amalgamate with the 
Albert, and the Albert agrees to take all the liabilities of the 
Bank of London Company. Among these liabilities of the 
Bank of London Company was the liability to give 600 
of its shares when the names of persons were handed in to 
receive them. But that liability of the Bank of London 
entailed no counter liability on the part of the Durham, 
except what liability might be entailed on the 
particular persons when selected. Therefore it was 
natural that the Albert, taking to the business and the 
liabilities of the Bank of London, should say, “We find 
you are about to give 600 of your shares to the Durham 
Company ; we will give to the Durham 200 of our shares of 
equivalent value to your 600, and in that way cancel your 
liability.’ They seem to have done that, and those Albert 
shares were taken to by the Durham Company, and they 
are out of the question. The case fails entirely for putting 
anybody on the list in respect of the 600 shares of the 
Bank of LondonCompany. The Durham Association will 
be removed from the list. 

Claims allowed with costs. 

Solicitors, Clarke, Son, §° Rawlins; Paine § Layton. 

Solicitors, W. 7. Manning ; Dangerfield § Fraser. 





Western Life Assurance Society. 

Warne’s case. 

Life assurance company—Amalgamation of companies— 
Winding-up — Policy — Protest against amalgamation— 
Novation of contract—Payment of preniums—Receipts. 
Where it is a rule of the W. Company that thirty days’ 

grace shall be allowed for the payment of premiums, and of 

the A. Company that a calendar month shall be allowed, and 
after the amalgamation of the two companies a former policy- 
holder in the M. Company insists that he is still entitled to 
the thirty days’ grace (from February 10 to March 12), and 
his claim is allowed, this is not in effect a protest against the 
amalgamation and a claim to be stilla policyholder in the 
M. Company. 


This was a claim by Mr. Warne to rank as a creditor of 
the Metropolitan Counties Society, or, failing that, of the 
Western Life Assurance Society, in respect of two policies 
granted by the Metropolitan Counties Society in the years 
1854 and 1856 respectively. 

In 1862 the Metropolitan Counties Society became amal- 
gamated with the Western Life Assurance Society. Mr. 
Warne did not approve of the amalgamation, but he paid 
his premiums thereafter to the Western Society, and 
accepted receipts from that society. In 1865 the Western 
Society became amalgamated with the Albert, and the 
circular notifying the amalgamation was sent to Mr. Warne, 
but he took no notice of it. In 1866 he paid his premiums 
to the Albert ; and in 1866-7 he did the same under the 
following circumstances, as set forth in his affidavit :— 

“The usual Albert notices of renewal on the two policies 
for the year 1867 were sent to me. On the 11th March, 
1867, I presented myself at the Albert with a cheque for 
£14 16s. to pay the premium on the £600 policy, when I 
was informed by the receiving clerk that it was too late, 
and that being beyond the date the office refused to take it. 
I, however, insisted that I had nothing to do with the rules 
of the Albert, my policy being a Metropolitan policy, and 
that the payment was within the rules of the Metropolitan 
and the terms of such policy. A clerk at the counter then 
took the cheque into the secretary’s office, and on his 
coming out accepted my cheque, and gave me the receipt, 
which was dated 11th March, 1867. 

“The same refusal was made in 1869, when I tendered my 
cheque for £14 16s., the premium for the same policy, on 
the 11th of March, which was refnsed, as being beyond 
date, and thereupon I cashed the cheque and tendered the 
amount in cash, which was, after reference to the secretary, 
then accepted, and the receipt given to me, bearing date 
the 11th March.” 

By the rules of the Metropolitan Counties Society thirty 
days’ grace were allowed for the payment of premiums, 
and by the rules of the Albert Company a calendar month. 

The receipts given by the Albert were substantially 
Albert Company’s receipts. 

Edmund James, for Warne.—The allowance of the thirty 
days’ grac instead of the month was an acknowledgment 
by the Albert Company of Warne’s claim to be still con- 
sidered a policyholder of the Metropolitan Counties So- 
ciety. In effect he protested against the amalgamation, 
and his protest was allowed. 

{Lord Cairns.—With respect to what is mentioned in 
the affidavit about the days of grace, that I take it was 
obligatory on-the Albert. You had more favourable days of 
grace from the Western than from the Albert. Here is 
the contract that the Albert shall give to all policyholders 
in the Western, whose policies are in existence at the period 
of the dissolution of the Western,the same present and 
future liabilities, privileges, and benefits in every respect 
as if they had been effected with the Albert, and shall in 
every case where the Western has entered into any special 
contract with the holder of any such policy observe the 
same in like manner as the Western would be bound to do 
if such dissolution had not taken place, except as to future 
bonuses in respect of policies becoming claims before the 
81st day of December, 1866. Now assume that something 
of the same kind had existed between the Metropolitan 
and the Western :—] 

Cracknall.—That is so ; it was agreed that the Western 
should perform, undertake, and be bound by all the con- 
tracts. 


Feb. 28.—Re the 
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Lord Cairns.—One would be surprised if it were other- 
wise. 

Cracknall, for the Western Society’s was not called on. 

Lord Cairns.—I do not think there is the least ground 
to distinguish this from the cases that have been decided. 
Ido not find this gentleman protesting in the sense in 
which the term ought to be used. He received the circu- 
iar, took no notice of it, which perhaps would not be suf- 
ficient alone, but acting upon it and on the promise in that 
circular he paid his premiums from that time on to the 
Albert. On the occasion of the first payments nothing took 
place; they were simply payments to the Albert in the 
ordinary way, and accepted by them. As time went on there 
came a year, one of the later years, when he was within 
the days of grace, taking them in one way, at thirty 
days; beyond the days of grace, taking them a cal- 
endar month. Thirty days were the days of grace of 
the Metropolitan. Then, having more favourable terms in 
his original company, he went to the Albert, and when 
they refused his cheque he said, “ My policy is a Metropoli- 
tan policy.” But I cannot allow him to put on these words 
the construction that he would have nothing to do with the 
Albert, or that this was meant for the first time as a pro- 
test against being supposed to be insured in the Albert, or 
having their liability. I take it to have been an observa- 
tion made for the purpose in view, namely, insisting that 
they had not a right to refuse his cheque on the ground 
that the days of grace had expired. They clearly had not. 
The Albert were obliged to give as favourable terms as the 
the original company. I cannot look on it asa protest. As 
here were no points in this case to be argued, I cannot 
do otherwise than refuse the application with costs. 

Solicitors, W. 7. Manning; Allen § Son. 


Feb. 28.—Re The Western Life Assurance Society. 
Hovell’s case. 

Life assurance company— Amalgamation of companies — Wind- 
ing-up—Policy—Protest against amalgaimation—Novation of 
contract— Payment of premiums—Receipts.; 

On the amalgamation of his company with another com- 
pany, @ policyhslder went to his office and protested against the 
amalgamation. There he was told by an officer of his company 
that he had no alternative but to pay the premiums to the new 
ri, othe wise the policy would lapse. No further step 
He paid: his premiums to the new com- 


com p 
was taken by him. 
pany, and accepted receipts from it. 

Held, that this transaction was not in effect a protest against 
the amalgamation, so as to keep alive the liability of the old com- 
pany ; that the policyholder had paid the premiums under the 
impression that it was necessary to go over to the new company ; 
and, although the impression was wrong, he had actually gone 
over to the new company, and accordingly had no claim against 
the old company. 


This was a claim by Mr. Howell to rank as a creditor of 


ssurance Society in respect of a policy 
granted by tk ciety on his own life in 1842. 
On the amalgamation of the Western Society with the 
Albert Life Assurance Company in 1865, he received a 
i the amalgation (vide Kivaz’s case, 
stated in his affidavit:—‘A few 
of such circular letter I called 
said Western Society, but found 
I proceeded to the offices 
crt Life Assurance Company, where 
na l recognised as having been a clerk in 
the Western Society, and whose uame I did 
mot then know, but I have since ascertained that it is Capel. 
I said to Mr. Capel, ‘I cannot understand this, that I am 
to be turned over fromthe Weatern Office to the Albert 
Office without being in any way consulted upon the subject 
and without any notice’ Mr. Capel replied, ‘ You cannot 
help yourself; there ia no claim on the policy until after 
death. You can, of course, let your policy lapse, but then 
you will get nothing, or words to the like effect. I replied 
that | had ineured my life in the Western Office after dus 
inquiry and consideration, and that 1 could not underatand 
how ome Mice wuld transfer or sell ita policyholders to 
annher Mice like w flock of sheep; and I told Mr. Capel 
that | enould expect some farther and more wgatisfactory 
explanation, Whereapon Mr. Capel went away and imme. 
diately alverwarda urought forward some other gentleman, 
wins name ldo wh known, but who eppeared to be some 


the West 


Whereupon 





one in authority at the Albert Office. Mr. Capel explained 
to this gentleman what I had called about, and I also told 
him that I protested against my policy being transferred 
from an office, the directors of which I knew and had faith 
in, to another office, of which and its officers I knew nothing, 
The gentleman, in reply, stated—‘ We have bought this 
business.’ Whereupon I repeated that I protested against 
the transfer being made without my consent; on which the 
gentleman observed that I had no alternative but to pay 
the Albert Office, as there was no claim whatever on the 
policy until after death, but that I could, of course, if I 
wished, let the policy lapse.” 

Subsequently he paid the premiums to the Albert, but 
he alleged in his affidavit that this was done in order to 
keep the policy in force against the Western. The receipts 
given by the Albert were substantially Albert Company's 
receipts (vide Rivaz’s case). 

On the winding up of the two companies in 1869, Mr. 
Howell sent in aclaim on his policy to the Western So. 
ciety. 

Bell, for Howell. 

Cracknall, for the Western Society, was not called on. 

Lord Carrns.—I have throughont these cases, which dif. 
fer in certain shades from each other, been anxious always 
to find out acase where a person insured when he got 
notice of one of these intended or attempted amalgama.- 
tions clearly made up his mind what he wanted, and then 
acted throughout in a way that did not enable him to play 
fast and loose. Because, unfortunately, it is too commonly 
the way of the world, to which we are all more or less sub- 
ject, not to take a great deal of trouble sometimes even in 
our own business, but to leave it in a loose form without 
clearly knowing ourselves, or putting before those with 
whom we have to deal, the precise aim we want to accom. 
plish. It is a thing which every one is subject to, more espe- 
cially one can easily imagine such a state of mind when the 
responsibility of two companies is proposed to a man as his 
insurers, and he has to make an electionon a subject, 
which after all he does not, perhaps, know much about—the 
relative solvency of the two companies. There is in all 
these cases a tendency on the part of persons to stave off 
the necessity of makiug a clear and distinct election, if it 
can be done ; to keep the thing in suspense, if it can be 
done ; to hold to both, if it can be done; if it cannot, then 
to wait and see what the event is, before you determine 
which you will take. 

If I had found that this gentleman, on receiving this 
notice, clearly had determined in his own mind not to deal 
with the Albert as the company to be liable to him, and 
had continued to deal with the Western as the only one 
liable to him, and that having thus determined he had 
acted in a manner consistent with that determination, I 
should have been glad to find it so; as he would have been 
a creditor of a company which could pay him more money 
than the Albert. But I do not find that to be the case. I 
take every word of the conversation stated in the affidavit 
to be true, and it seems to me that the conversation is 
against him. He says be went to the Western office and 
found it was closed. He then went to the Albert. He 
went to Mr. Capel, an officer whom he had known in the 
Western. His statement to him was, he objected to being 
turned over from the Western to the Albert. He therefore 
knew what was being attempted. Mr. Capel replied, 
“ You cannot help yourself; there is no claim on the policy 
until after death. You can, of course, let your policy 
lapse, but then you will get nothing.’”” Whether Mr. Capel 
was right or wrong, nothing can be more clear than the 
statement made to the claimant, “This has been done: you 
are turned over to the Albert, and you cannot help your- 
self; you have to pay them, or your policy lapses.” The 
question now is, not whether that was a right view of Mr. 
Capel’s, but what passed between Mr. Capel and this 
genticman and what were the ideas that were conveyed to 
hia mind by Mr. Capel? We says— I replied that I had 
insured my life in the Western Office after due inquiry and 
consideration, and that I could not understand how one 
office could transfer or sell ita policyholders to another 
office like # flock of sheep; and I told Mr. Capel that I 
should expect some further and more satisfactory explana- 
tion, Whereupon Mr. Capel went away, and immediately 
afterwards brought forward some other gentleman, whose 
name 1 do not know, but who appeared to be some ono in 
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authority at the Albert Office. Mr. Capel explained to 
this gentleman what I had called about, and I also told him 
that { protested against my policy being transferred from 
an office, the directors of which I knew and had fuith in, to 
another office of which and its officers I knew nothing. The 
gentleman in reply stated, ‘ We have bought this business ;’ 
whereupon I repeated that I protested againt the transfer 
being made without my consent, on which the gentleman 
observed that I had no alternative but to pay the Albert 
Office, as there was no claim whatever on the policy until 
after death, but that I could of course, if I wished, let the 
policy lapse.” Then, says the claimant, that determined 
me not to consent to anything ; that was the determination 
in my own mind. But the information was given him, and 
what he was told was this—-You must pay the Albert, and 
paying them you will get the benefit of having a policy, 
and if you do not, inasmuch as the Albert have bought the 
business, if you do not pay the premiums, the policy will 
lapse. Nothing can be plainer than that that was the view 
that would be taken of the fact of his paying the premiums. 

’ I do not think that that was a right view of the law, 
because by protesting in the proper form, as was done in 
some of the cases before me, and by paying the premiums 
on the footing and the only footing declared at the time, with 
the view, that is, of keeping alive the Western policy, this 
gentleman would have thrown the burden on the Albert of 
receiving the premiums in that character or of being obliged 
to refuse them altogether. But the question is not whether 
Mr. Capel’s theory was right in law or not: the question 
is what was the idea which it carried into the mind of the 
person to whom he was speaking? And Mr. Howell says 
clearly that was what was told to me, that was the view of 
those with whom I was dealing. In that state of things he 
takes no further step; he goes on for that year and the 
remaining year paying his premiums to the Albert, and 
taking their receipts in the ordinary way. Doing that and 
being told at the time that was the only alternative he had, 
and that that was forced on him because the Albert had 
bought the business, and he had been transferred as a 
policyholder to the Albert, I do not think he can go back 
on that, after having submitted to it. 


It is very hard, on the question of costs, to distinguish 
between making the claimant pay costs and saying nothing 
about them; but as in so many cases to-day I have held 
that there was a shade to argue about, I must do the same 
with this, and say nothing about costs. 

Solicitors, W. T, Manning ; W. J. Scott. 





QUEEN’S BENCH. 
(Before LusH and Quan, JJ.) 
June 11.—In the matter of John Bennett Ayre, an attorney. 

This was a rule to strike the attorney off the roll. The 
charge was that he had personated an articled clerk ata 
recent examination of the Incorporated Law Society for the 
admission of articled clerks. The affidavits showed that 
some person had passed the examination as representing a 
Mr. Clements. 

Prideaua, Q.C.,. for Mr, Ayre, now appeared to show 
cause.—Mr. Clements did not appear to have been ad- 
mitted, and no ultimate mischief appeared to have been 
done. Mr. Ayro desired to mect the case in a fair and 
penitential spirit. He felt that he could not contradict the 
substance of the charge, and he preferred at once to ac- 
knowledge the great offence which he had committed, and 
throw himself upon the consideration of the Court. It ap- 
peared that Mr. Ayre and Mr, Clements were friends. Mr. 
Clements was very nervous, and he felt himself unequal to 
undergo the examination ; and in an unhappy moment, and 
without premeditation, Mr, Ayre wont and took his seat at 
the examination as Mr. Clements. He now folt most 
deeply that ho had been guilty of an offence which justly 
brought him under the consure of the Court. Counsel then 
proceeded to read affidavits to character, including affida. 
vits by Mr. F. V. Jacques, Mr, Salmon, and Mr, G, Ley 
King, all solicitora of Bristol, and who all deposed to Mr. 
Ayre's previous honourable and upright conduct. Bearing 
in mind tho exemplary character which Mr, Ayre had 
borne, ho hoped their Lordships would feel it to be their 
duty to inflict. some moderate penalty that would meet the 
justice of the case, rather than the harshest sentence that 








could be passed upon him—viz., the striking him off the 
rolls of attorney. 

Garth, Q.C., and Murray, for the Incorporated Law 
Society, did not wish to ba harsh upon the defendant ; but 
reminded their Lordships thai this was a fraud upon the 
public. If this matter was lightly passed over it would be 
impossible for the Law Society to carry on examinations, 
for it would have a most prejudicial effect, and this offence 
might be repeated. He hoped the Court would appreciate 
the gravity of the offence with which the man was charged. 

Prideauc, Q.C., peinted out that his client was not guilty 
of an indictable offence, for if he did it having, or believing 
that he had, the sanction of Mr. Clements, it would not be 
forgery. 

The Covrr said they should consult the other members 
of the Court, and give judgment next day. 

June 12.—The judgment of the Court was now delivered 
by Lusa, J.—After stating the fact that this was an applica- 
tion on behalf of the Incorporated Law Society to strike an 
attorney off the rolls on the ground that he had personated 
an articled clerk at an examination for the admission of 
attorneys, his Lordship said, “The very able, powerful 
and judicious appeal made by Mr. Prideaux on behalf of 
Mr. Ayre induced us to pause and to reconsider the first 
impression which we had formed. We have since yester- 
day consulted the other members of this Court, and they 
agree with us that, notwithstanding the high character 
which Mr. Ayre has hitherto borne, there is no course 
open to us but to deal with this case with the utmost seve- 
rity. The object of the examination of articled clerks is 
to obtain fitting persons to occupy a position of the very 
highest responsibility ; and we think, looking at the faci- 
lity with which an offence of this kind can be committed, 
that when an attorney has assisted in endeavouring to ob- 
tain the admission of one who might possibly be incom- 
petent to occupy such a position, we cannot attend to the 
appeal on his behalf. It is with great pain—with the 
greatest pain—that we have come to the conclusion that 
this gentleman cannot be permitted to remain upon the 
rolls. It does not follow that he will be perpetually ex- 
cluded. We do not say that he may not apply for re- 
admission, or that, after a period of future good behaviour, 
the Court will not reinstate him, but at present we feel 
that we have no option bnt to order that he be struck off 
the rolls.” 


COMMON PLEAS. 

(In Banco, before Bovitt, C.J., and Bytes and Bretr, JJ.) 

June 7.—In the matter of Willian Pope, an Attorney. 

This was a rule to strike the attorney off the Rolls for 
allowing an unqualified person named Martin (who was, in 
fact, a corn chandler) to carry on the business in his name 
in London for a period of two years, and take the profits, 
paying him a per-centage upon them, while the attorney 
himself was residing in a ditterent part of England. 

Waddy, who appeared to show cause against the rule, 
admitted that he was not prepared with affidavits in answer 
to the application or in a position to ask for more than a 
postponement of the matter, on the ground of the ill health 
of the attorney in question, 

Murrey (Garth, Q.C., with him), in support of the rule, 

The Covnrr said the Act of Parliament was clear against 
any solicitor or attorney permitting an unqualified person 
to use his name or act as his agent in his business under 
a penalty of being struck off the rolls, and for ever dis- 
abled from practising as an attorney in the futare, and it 
further imposed a penalty of imprisonment for one year 
upon the person so acting without qualification, These 
provisions were enacted for the benefit of the public, and 
to secure them from being preyed upon by iguorant and 
unprincipled persons, ‘The facts of this case were beyond 
dispute, appearing not only by the aftidavit of Martin upon 
which the rule was granted, but from two agreements be- 
tween the attorney and Martin, w hich’ provided fr the 
management of the business and retention of the fees by 
Martin upon his paying over a thind of them to the attor. 
noy. The latter must therefore be struck aff the rolls, 
and the Court regretted it was not in their power to in. 
flict a punishment of imprisonment upon Martin, 
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COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before Mr. Registrar BroveHax, acting as Chief Judge.) 
June 7.—Re Marks. 

The registration of a resolution of creditors for the acceptance 
of a composition in satisfaction of their debts affords no answer 
toa claim under section 32 of the Bankruptey Act, 1869, for 
payment in full of parochial rates due and payable within 
twelve months before the filing of the petition. 

This was an application on behalf of a debtor who had 
filed a petition for liquidation by arrangement for an order 
that the parochial authorities of St. Marylebone and their 
officers be restrained from taking any further proceedings 
under a summons issued against the debtor dated the 30th 
May last, and from levying thereunder so far as related to 
the sums of £17 10s. and £20 16s. 8d. 

The debtor, who was a coachmaker, filed his petition 
early in June, 1871, and on the 24th of that’ month the 
Statutory majority in number and value of his creditors 
passed an extraordinary resolution to accept a composition 
of one shilling in the pound, payable at six months; and 
such resolution was duly confirmed on the 4th of July, and 
was, with a statement of the debtor’s affairs, duly presented 
to the Registrar and registered. There were no assets for 
payment of the debts, but the nameand address of Mr. 
Timothy, rate collector for the parish of Marylebone, to- 
gether with the amount of his claim, were inserted in the 
list of creditors. On the 3rd of Jnne instant, the justices 
of the peace for the county of Middlesex sitting at the 
Court House, Marylebone-lane, made an order to enforce 
the payment from the debtor of £43 7s. 8d. for poor rates 
claimed by the parish of Marylebone, of which £17 10s. 
were made on the 24th of March, 1870, and £20 16s. 8d. 
on the 20 h, 1871, and £5 in March, 1872; and the 
debtor avit stated that the parochial authorities 


threatened, if sufficient distress was not found upon the 
to apply to a magistrate to commit him for non- 

He was ready and willing to pay the rates 

ing to £5 made in March last, but he contended 

was only bound to psy a composition of one | 


that he 
shilling in the pound on the remaining £38 6s. Sd., and 
which had already been tendered to Mr. Timothy. 

Mr. Montague Scott, solicitor, in support of the applica- 
tion.—The debtor in this case having registered a resclution 
of creditors for the acceptance of a composition of one shil- 
ling i 
the other ereditors. By section 126 part 7 the provisions 
of a composition accepted by an extraordinary resolution 
in pursuance of that section were binding on all the 


creditors whose names and addresses and the amount of | 


whose debts were shown the debtor's statement. 
16 S. J. 343 was a similar case, and there 
granted an injunction restraining proceedings 
justices for the recovery of the rates. 

Brough, for the parish, contrd.—By the 32nd section of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, the parochial authorities were 
entitled to receive in priority to other creditors rates due 
and payable from the bankrupt within twelve months 
before adjudication, and a majority of the other creditors 
could not combine with the debtor and take away the 

i dividing the estate by means of a composition. 
cruptey Act, 1861, contained a similar enactment 

ned in the 32nd section, anda deed of com- 

position under that Act had been held not to operate asa bar 
toa claim for rates: Ex porte the Overseers of St. Anne’s, 
Westminster, Rea Trust Deed, 17 L. T. 221. Re Moody was 
really in his favour, for that was the case of a liquidation 
by arrangement, and the right to apply to the trustee for 
payment infall was recognised in that case. Healso cited Ex 
parte Birmingham Gas Company Re Adams, L. R. 11 Eq. 19 
; Be parte England, H. 914; Re Wilson, 158. J. 


Re Mo dH, 
the Court 
before the 


The Rzctstz12 was of opinion that notwithstanding the 
resolation of creditors for the acceptance of a composition, 
the parish authoritics were entitled to payment in fall of 
£2) Lis. 84., twelve months’ parochial rates dne from the 

thtor before the filing of the petition, and that no re- 
straining order could be made a4 to that amount ; but as to 
the revidue of the clairn, amounting to £17 10s., which 
kad become dace more than twelve months before the 
petition, the parish stood in the same position as other 





he pound, the parochial authorities were bound with | 





creditors, and must be restrained from taking further pro- 
ceedings. 

Solicitor for the debtor,, Montague Scott. 

Solicitors for the parish, Clarkson, Son, § Greenwell. 


(Before the Hon. W. C. Sprine Ric, acting as Chief Judge.) 
June 8.—Ex parte Rhodes, Re Jackson, 

Proof allowed under section 31 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869 
(32 § 83 Vict. c. 71), for the value of an annuity of £120, noct- 
toithstandiug the fact that the deed contained a covenant by the 
creditor seeking to prove that he would not carry on business 
within a radius of 100 miles, aud a proviso that the anuuity 
should cease if he did so. 

This was an application made on behalf of the debtor, 
that an order made by Mr. Registrar Keene admitting the 
proof of one Joshua Rhodes for £994 might be discharged, 
and that the Court should make an order that the value of 
the liability of the debtor to Rhodes was incapable of being 
fairly estimated. 

The order under appeal was made by the Registrar at the 
presentation of a resolution for the acceptance of a com- 
position under section 126 in pursuance of rule 271, which 
requires the Registrar to deal with any objection to a proof 
made at the meeting at which the resolution was passed 
and marked thereon by the chairman of the meeting. 

The proof tendered by Rhodes was for the sum of £1,080, 
being the value of an annuity of £120 for the term of his 
life secuted by a certain deed dated June 30, 1865, made 
between the debtor and the creditor, under which the 
partnership existing between them was dissolved. In the 
deed was contained a covenant ih the following terms :— 
That he, the said J. Rhodes shall not within a radius 
of 100 miles from No. 5 Cork-street, aforesaid, either by 
himself, alone, or jointly with or as agent, journeyman, or 
assistant for any person or persons whomsoever, either 
directly or indirectly or upon any account or pretence 


| whatsoever, at any time set up, exercise, or carry on, or be 


employed in carrying on the trade or business of a tailor, 
and shall not, nor will, either by himself or by or with any 
other person or persons, solicit any ofthe present customers 
of the said firm of Jackson and Rhodes or any of the future 
customers of the said Charles Jackson, or do, or cause to be 
done, any wilful act or thing to the prejudice of the said 
trade or business as hereafter carried on and conducted by 
the said C. Jackson, his executors, administrators, or 
assigns; and it is hereby expressly agreed and declared 
by and between the said parties that for any breach of this 
present covenant the,said J. Rhodes’ life annuity of £120 
hereinafter secured by the covenant of the said C. Jackson 
shall thereupon cease and determine, and the same covenant 
became null and void as and by way of liquidated damages 
to the latter. 

Rhodes was now nearly sixty-seven years of age. 

The other facts of the case and the arguments of counsel 
are sufficiently stated in the judgment of the Court. 


Winslow, for the creditor, seeking to prove. 

Bagley, for the debtor. 

The following cases were cited :—Lz parte Pickford, 5 
L. T.N.S. 775; Ex parte Scholes, 1 Mon. D. & De G. 384; 
Ex parte Annandale, 4D. &C.511; Ex parte Parratt, 1 Deac. 
696; Parker v. Ince,7 W. R. 201, 28 L. J. Ex. 189,4 H. & N. 
53; Lx parte Llynvi Coal and Iron Company, re Hide, 20 
W. R. 105; Mudge vy. Rowan, 16 W. R. 403, L. R. 3 Exch. 
85, and the cases there cited. 

Reference was also made to the 12 & 13 Vict. c. 106, ss. 
175, 177. 

The Reaistrak.—In this case it is admitted that the 
proof, in respect of which the creditor did not vote, 
would not, had he done so, have affected the carriage of the 
resolution. Two objections were marked upon the proof 
by the chairman, one being by the debtor, that the debt 
was not provable in bankruptcy, and the same objectioa 
was taken by acreditor, who also objected that the amount 
was excessive. In the deed by which the annuity is secured 
is a covenant, which is framed in very stringent terma, that 
should the creditor carry on business within the radius of 
one hundred miles of the debtor’s place of business, or 
solicit customersof the late firm, then that the annnity should 
thereupon cease and determine, and the covenant for 
securing it become null and void, as and by way of liqui- 
dated damages to the debtor. Jt was argued by Mr. 
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Bagley. on behalf of the debtor, that this was a liability 
depending on a contingency which rendered it incapable of 
being fairly estimated ; and further that, even supposing it 
tobe capable of valuation, the affidavit of Mr. Griffith 
Davies, the actuary, was not sufficient evidence upon which 
the Registrar could arrive at the amount. In support of 
both positions he relies on. the affidavit of Frederick 
Hendriks, and the principles of law which he considers as 
applicable to such contingencies laid down in the cases, and 
in particular to the rather recent case of Mudge v. Rowan 
(wi sup.). With regard, however, to all the cases to which 
he referred me, I must remark that they were decided 
ander the bankruptcy law anterior to 1869. Butas we are 
dealing with a case falling under the Act of 1869 it becomes 
of importance to consider what are the provisions of that 
enactment in regard to debts provable in bankruptcy, sub- 
ject, as in this case, to any contingency. Now, the words 
of the 31st section are large. After excluding unliquidated 
damages in all cases of mere tort, and also demands of 
creditors in respect of contracts made with the debtor, with 
notice of an act of bankruptcy, it proceeds, “ save, as afore- 
said, all debts and liabilities, present orfuture, certain orcon- 
tingent, to which the bankrupt is subject at the date of the 
order of adjudicafion, or to which he may become subject 
during the continuance of the bankruptcy, by reason of any 
obligation incurred previously to the date of the order of ad- 
judication shall be deemed tobe debts provable in bankruptcy, 
and may be proved in the prescribed manner before the trus- 
tee inthe bankruptcy.” And the section farther gives a de- 
finition of the term “liability.” Now, it is not necessary 
to point out in what respect these provisions are an en- 
largement of the previous enactments, for it seems to me 
the clear and express intention of the Act to make every 
sort of obligation, or possibility of an obligation, to which 
a bankrupt either is subject at the time of the bankruptcy, 
or may become subject before the close of the bankruptcy, 
debts provable in bankruptcy. I agree with Mr. Winslow 
that it would be impossible to introduce into this 
clause words to give stronger effect to this intention. 
And the Court of Appeal has put this construction 
on the Act in the case of Ev parte the Llynvi Coal and Tron 
Company Re Hided, Lord Justice James says: ‘“ Every 
possible demand, every possible claim, every possible 
liability except for personal tort is to be the subject of 
proof in bankruptcy, and to be ascertained either by the 
Court itself or with the aid of a jury.’ Lord Justice 
Mellish concurring, says: “It is quite plain that the 
object of these sections is that the bankrupt shall be 
absolutely relieved from any liability under any contract 
he has ever entered into, “and he goes on to show the 
corresponding right of the person claiming under any con- 
tract to become a creditor in respect of any injury he may 
have received. But the debtor has himself set forth in his 
statement the name of this creditor and the amount at 
which he estimates his claim, an amount very little 
different from the estimate put upon it by Mr. Registrar 
Keene. Now what an extraordinary result would be ar- 
rived at were the Court to hold this debt not provable. A 
resolution to accept a composition has been duly passed 
and registered. By the 126th section the provisions of 
such a composition are binding on all the creditors so set 
forth in such statement. How am [ to declare the debi not 
provable when the debtor himself has chosen to make the 
resolution binding upon him ? He cannot be heard to argue 
that he may have the advantage of considering it a prov- 
able debt or not at his own option. If L had more 
doubt in regard to this being a proveable debt than 
I feel I certainly should think that the debtor himself 
had put it out of his power to raise the question. 
Having so included this creditor in his list, the body 
cf his creditors had doubtless based their calculations 
as to the reasonableness of the composition on this among 
other facts connected with the estate, and the debtor is 
not now at liberty to treat the case as if the creditor was 
not so included. It must now be taken to bea debt or 
liability provable and subject to a contingency which does 
not bear a certain value. ‘This being my view, tho question 
now arises with regard tothe estimate which has been 
made by Mr. Registrar Keene. Now the Act provides that 
this estimate shall be made “ according to the rules of the 
Court for the time being in force so far as the same may 
be applicable; and where they are not applicable, at the 








discretion of the trustee.” Now there is no trustee in this 
case, nor have any general rules been made applicable to 
sucha case. But by the 78th section of the Act until 
rules have been made, and so far as such rules do not 
extend, the principles, practice, and rules on which Courts 
having jurisdiction in bankruptcy have hitherto acted, are 
to be observed. And having regard to these provisions, I 
think Mr. Registrar Keene was right in considering that he 
had a discretion in putting an estimate on the proof, and I 
think the mode in which he has exercised such discretion 
a Court acting on appeal should be very unwilling to inter- 
fere with. I may say, however, that had I acted in the 
first instance, I should probably have arrived at the same 
conclusion as Mr. Registrar Keene. The contingency 
which is to affect the amount of the estimate appears to be 
a remote one, viz., that a gentleman, nearly 67 years of 
age, who has been out of business for seven years, should 
commit a breach of a covenant not to carry on business 
again within a certain radius of the debtor’s place of busi- 
ness; and we have the additional fact, to which I have 
before adverted, that the estimate put upon the liability 
very little varies from that of the debtor himseif. 

Appeal disinissed. 

Solicitors for the creditor, Carter & Bell. 

Solicitors for the debtor, Guszotte, Wadhan’, ¢ Dawe 


COUNTY COURTS. 
Hupp&RSFIELD. 
(Before Mr, TrxpaL ATKINSON.) 
May 17.—Glaisyer v. Moore. 
Money had and received—Payment by bankrupt toan ajyento—e 
Privity of contract. 

A debtor having left the country to avoid his creditors, 
defendant, instructed by the debtor's wife, sold the debtor's 
furniture and paid the proceeds, £20, to her. The debtor 
having been adjudicated bankrupt a week afterwards, the 





- trustee under the bankruptcy sued defendant for money had 


and received, 

Some months after the adjudication the debtor remitted 
from Anerica to defendant £30 for his (debtor's) wife and 
children. Defendant having received this remittance and 
paid it to the wife, the trustee sued him in respect of this 
also, as for money had and received. 

Held, that the action would not lie, there being no privity of 
contract between defendant and plaintif. 

Mr. C. Mills for the plaintiff; Mr. J. Sykes for the de- 
fendant. In this case, which had been heard at a previous 
court, judgment was given as follows :-— 

Mr. Tinpat Atkinson said: The plaintiff in this case 
sues the defendant for £50, money had and received to his 
use as trustee of the estate and effects of one McGrath, 
bankrupt. ‘The facts, so far as they are material for the 
purposes of a verdict, are, that on the 10th of April, 1871, 
McGrath, who was in embarrassed circumstances, in order 
to avoid his creditors, left this country for America, and on 
the same day, with knowledge of the fact, the defendant, 
by order of his daughter, sold to various parties the furni- 
ture of the bankrupt in sums amounting, in the whole, to 
£20. On the 19th April McGrath was adjudicated a bank- 
rupt, and the plaintitf was duly appointed trustee to the 
estate. Sometime after, namely in May and September, 
McGrath sent from America two money orders for £30 in 
all, made payable to the defendant for the use of bankrupt’s 
wife and his children. It must be taken as proved that the 
moneys so received and that arising from the sale of the 
furniture were paid over by the defendant to his daughter. 
On this state of facts it is contended by Mr. Millis, the 
attorney for the plaintiff, that at the instant the money ofthe 
bankrupt from whatever source reached the hands of the 
defendant, it became by force of law the property of the 
trustee in bankruptcy, and the defendant was liable over, 
although he had paid it to the person to whom the bankrupt 
had ordered it to be traasmitted. On the part of the 
defendant, Mr, Sykes urged that in th’s case there did not 
exist that privity of contract which was necessary to sup- 
port an action for money had and received ; that it became 
incumbent upon the plaintit! to prove that the money was 
his money, and that the defendant having paid it over ac- 
cording to his instruction, was discharged of all liability, 
and I am of opinion npon the authorities that this view of 
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the law is correct, and is applicable to the facts of this case. 
In order to support an action for money had and received 
there must be privity of contract. The rule of law re- 
quiresin all cases that a consideration should move from 
the plaintiff to the defendant, though in this form of 
action a consideration is seldom shown. No doubt if 
it could have been proved that the defendant in this 
ease had been an agent of the plaintiff’s, the action 
would lie, but, in order to constitute an agency, there must 
be an agreement either express or implied, and there are 
facts in this case from which an agency can be inferred. 
It has been ruled that if a debtor, by an order given to his 
agent, appropriatesa fund in his hands tothe discharge of 
his debt, and the agent pledges himself to the creditor so 
to appropriate the fund, the order is irrevocable, and the 
creditor may sue the agent: Lilly v. Hays, 5 A. & E. 548; 
Yates v. Hoppe,9C. B.549. But the creditor cannot sue the 
agent unless the latter has assented to the appropriation so as 
to pledge himself to the creditor ; for otherwise the debtor 
may countermand the order, and there is no privity between 
the creditor and the agent: Williams v. Everett, 14 East, 
582; Yates v. Bell, 3 B. & A. 643; Fleet v. Perrins, L. R. 
3 Q. B. 542, affirmed Exch. 17 W.R. 862. Seeing, there- 
fore, that the defendant was the bankrupt’s agent, and not 


the plaintiff's, and he (the defendant) having, according to | 
the instructions of his principal, paid the money over, no | 
action lies against him on the part of the plaintiff on the | 
ground that the money so received was received tothe plain- | 
tiffs use. With regard tothe sum realised by the sale of the | 
furniture, the same rule of Jaw applies—the defendant was | 
acting merely as the servant or agent of the bankrupt’s | 
wife, and was within the principle of Coles v. Wright, 4 | 


Paunton, 198, in which it was held that a servant deliver- 
ing goods by his master’s orders cannot be said to have 
converted those goods as against the assignees in bank- 
ruptcy of his master. 
be a verdict for the defendant. 


SLEAFORD. 
(Before J. Sterxen, Esq., Judge.) 
June 4.—Cooper v. Cassell. 
Cause of action—30 & 31 Vict. c. 242, 8. 1. 


Plaintiff and defendant, meeting at a market within the dis- : 
trict of the S. County Court, defendant verbally agreed to pur- | 


chase goods, Defendant carried away then and there the 


sample from which he bought, but the bull: qoods were subse- 
| ment a clause giving to the lessee a lien on the estate in 


quently delivered to him out of the district of S. County Court. 
Leave haring been given by the Registrar to plaintiff to sue in 
the S. County Court under section 1 of 30 & 31 Viet. ¢. 142, 
Held t the cause of action did not arise wholly or in part 
within the district, and therefore such leave was improperly 
giren, 


nonanited, 


fi 
> are stated in the judgment. 
= case the defendant did not dwell 
f trict, but he was here sued (under 30 & 
2, 8. 1) by leave of the Registrar, onthe ground 
the canse of action wholly or in part here arose. 
bis the facts are that 2 quantity of seed oats were 
ly purchased by the plaintiff, at the Slea- 
or the price of £52 ; that the bargain was not 
reduced to writing, nor waa any memorandaom thereof signed 
by the plaintiff, or by the defendant ; 
vered to, and accepted by the plaintiff on the 
day or daz but one following the purchaser at a place out 
of the alord diatrict, the purchaser having carried off 
with bim the sample from which he bought. 


Now, according tothe opinion of the judges of the Exche- | 
Orchard, Y ' 
1), 0 L. Jd. Ex. 21, nO Cote } 
can he ened | 
Bpon) with regard to the wale of goods within the 17th sec- | 
tion of the Sratate ff Frauds, and not in writing signed by | 
the party to be charged, and consequently requiring de- | 


quer, who decided the case of Avia v. 
W. BR. 166, 6H. & BN. 
plete contract (i4., 16 


ch contract as# 


livery and acceptance bry the purchaser to make it good, 
exiate wetil each delivery and acceptance ; and if such taken 
place (2a in the case before me), ont of the diatrict in 
which the vertal purchase waa mae, then aa no com- 
plete crmtract exigted till euch delivery and acceptance took 
Place, 06 10 canse Ah attion, nor any part of a cans of a- 
tion, exiate’ prior to wach delivery. In other words, nut- 





In this case, therefore, there must | 
stand for defendant, with costs. 


and that the balk | 


withstanding the previous part purchase, the whole cause 
of action arises in the foreign district. Hence in the case 
before me, leave to sue here was improperly given ; nor can 
the circumstanee of its having been in fact given, confer on 
me jurisdiction to try the case (see Browne v. The London 
and Northampton Raslway Company, 11 W. R. 884, 32 L.J. 
N.S. Q. B. 318), and consequently the plaintiff should have 
been nonsuited. 

It is true that it might be argued that in the present case, 
the sale being by sample, which sample was taken away by 
the purchaser, the requirements of the 17th section of the 
Statute of Frauds were satisfied in another way, viz.—by 
part of the goods sold being deiivered to and accepted by 
him at the Sleaford market. But this contention is dis- 
posed of by the case of Gardiner v. Grout, 2 C. B. N.S. 340, 
5 W. R. C. L. Dig. 180, which shows that the handing over 
to the buyer of the sample from which he bought, does not 
constitute a delivery and acceptance of the bulk sold, so as 
to take the case out of the statute. 

I am consequently compelled to deal with the case as if 
the contract were incomplete till the seed was delivered 
out of the district, and, on the authority of Avis v. Orchard, 
I think that a nonsuit should be entered—acourse which 
will not, as I conceive, prevent the plaintiff from suing in 
the Bourn district, in which the delivery took place. 

The case being under £20, the plaintiff can only appeal 
from this decision by leave of the Court, but under the cir- 
cumstances, I have no objection to his appealing, should he 
see fit to do so. Upon the facts of the case, I have, though 
with hesitation, come to a conclusion in his favour, and 
should he appeal, and the Court be of opinion that the case 
was properly brought in this district and set aside the non- 
suit, then there will be a verdict for the plaintiff for the 
full amount of what he claims, with costs. 

But if there shall be no appeal, or if the Court shalt 
decide that the nonsuit is right, then the judgment shall 





GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


*,* The followiug reaches us as we are going to press. 
Disciarmer of LEASES IN BANKRUPTCY. 


Sir,—On reading your article at p. 606 it occurred to 
me whether a solicitor acting for a lessee who assigns his 
lease would not be justified in adding to the draft assign- 


the hands of the lessor, in the event of the covenants being 


| enforced against the lessee after disclaimer by the trustee 


in bankruptcy of the assignee ; and I shall be obliged if 
the gentleman who wrote the above article, or some of your 
readers, would give an opinion on the question. The 


| clause [ suggest would be this—* Provided always that if 


the said [lessee|, his heirs, executors, or administrators, 
shall at any time or times pay, sustain, or incur any sum 
or sums of money, costs, damages, or expenses, on account 
of the non-payment of the said rent or the breach of the 
said covenants and conditions or any of them, he or they 
shall have a lien on the said premises hereby assigned for 
such sum or sums of money, costs, damages, or expenses, 


; and the assignment hereby made shall be subject to such 


lien.” A Sonicrror, 





APPOINTMENTS. 


The Right Hon. Sir Barnes Peacock, Knight, late Chief 
Justice of the High Court of Calcutta, has been appointed 
a member of the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, 
“ for the purposes and under the provisions of an Act passed 
in the last session of Parliament, intituled ‘An Act tomake 
farther provision for the deapatch of business by the 
Judicial Committee of the Privy Council’” Sir Barnes 
Peacock took hia seat onthe bench of the Judicial Com- 
mittee on the 20th June. He was born in 1810, was 
called to the bar at the Inner Temple, and practised on the 
Home Circuit. He was created a Queen's Counacl in 1850, 
and was appoipted legal memberof the Sapreme Council at 
Calcutta in 1852, taking his seat on the 2nd June of that 
year, 101859, on the retirement of Bir James W, Colvile, 
who ia now one of his colleagues on the Judicial Committee 
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Sir Barnes Peacock was appointed to succeed him as Chief 
Justice of the Supreme Court of Calcutta, and at the same 
time was nominated Vice-President of the Legislative 
Council of India, and received the honour of knighthood ; 
he received a fresh appointment in 1862, under the Act 
passed in that year, as Chief Justice of the High Court of 
Judicature of Bengal. He finally resigned his seat on the 
Calcutta Bench in 1870, and was sworn a Privy Councillor 
on his return to England in that year. His salary as a 
judge of the Judicial Committee will be £5,000 a year, 
inclusive of his Indian pension. Sir Barnes Peacock 
married in 1835, Elizabeth, daughter of William Fanning, 
Esq., and by this lady, who died in 1865, he has a son, Mr. 
Frederick Barnes Peacock, of the Bengal Civil Service, who 
was born in 1836, and after filling for several years the 
office of registrar of the High Court of Bengal was last 
year nominated one of the civilian judges of that tribunal. 

Mr. Hueu Rey Semper, barrister-at-law, has been ap- 
pointed Attorney-General for the Leeward Islands. He 
was called to the Bar at the Middle Temple in January, 
1866, and has practised at Antigua, the chief of the Lee- 
ward Islands. 

Mr. Swrvrorp Francis has been appointed a London 
Commissioner to administer oaths in Chancery. 

Mr. Wint1Am Bertan Brook has been appointed a London 
Commissioner to administer oaths in Chancery. 








PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 
HOUSE OF LORDS. 


June 17.—The Parliamentary and Municipal Elections 
(Ballot) Bill—Committee.—Lord Denman withdrew his 
motion against going into Committee, since he perceived 
their lordships’ wish to discuss the measure in Committee. 

Clause 1 (abolishing nomination days) was agreed to; a 
proposal by Lord Colchester to omit the clause being nega- 
tived. 


Clause 2 (ballot). The Duke’ of Richmond proposed an , 


amendment introducing the counterfoil plan, which he had 
taken from the 1870 bill of Lord Hartington and Mr. 
Bright.— Lord Cairns, Lord Grey, and the Duke of Somer- 
set supported the amendment, for the reason that some 
check on personation was necessary.—Lord Ripon, the 
Lord Chancellor, and Lord Granville opposed it.—Lord 
Romilly believed personation could only be checked by 
multiplying polling places.—The amendment was carried 
by 162 to 91. 

The Duke of Richmond next proposed an amendment 
rendering voting by ballot optional.—Lords Cairns and 
Salisbury supported the amendment.—Lords Ripon, Kim- 
berley, and Cowper opposed it.—Lord Grey could not sup- 
port an amendment which was inconsistent with the 
principle of the Bill—Lord Lyttelton had voted against 
the bill on the second reading, but could not vote foran 
amendment which would make the bill an utter unreality. 
—Lord Airlie had voted with the Duke of Richmond in the 
last division, but could not agree to this amendment. 
—The amendment was carried by 83 to 67. 

Clause 4 (Secrecy).——The Duke of Richmond proposed to 
strike out certain words prohibiting returning officers, &c., 
from communicating how any person votes. The ballot 
being now optional, no purpose could be served by this 
proviso.—This amendment was opposed by Lord Ripon, but 
carried by 63 to 36, 

Clause 5 (Polling places)—The Duke of Richmond 
moved an amendment to clause 5, giving every clector as 
far as practicable a polling-place within two miles of his 
residence, instead of fonr as proposed by the bill.—This 
amendment was opposed by the Government, but carried 
by 68 to 49. 

Clause 6 (Polling places), on the motion of the Archbishop 
of Canterbury, was amended by striking out the words 
permitting returning officors to take any Parliamentary. 
aided school for the purposes of the poll. 

Clause 15 (Hours of Polling).—Lord Shaftesbury pro- 
posed two amendments, 'Tho first, enabling the poll at 
borough elections to be prolonged until eight o'clock p.m, 
was opposed by Lord Ripon, but carried, by 87 votes 
against 72.--Heroupon an acrimonious discussion took 
place, Lord Cairns complaining that the Government did 





not know their course as to this bill, because ministerial 
Lords all voted for Lord Shaftesbury’s amendment.— 
Lord Ripon said he voted for the new clause in order to. 
modify it on the report.—Lord Shaftesbury’s second 
amendment, closing all public-houses on polling days, was 
negatived by 133 to 90. 

Clause 33 (Operation of Act).—Lord Beauchamp moved 
to limit the duration of the Act to December 31, 1880.— 
This was opposed by Lord Ripon, supported by Lord 
Cairns, and carried by 156 to 69. 

The Schedules.—An amendment was agreed to, on the 
motion of the Duke of Richmond, making it optional 
whether a voter entere? a compartment with his ballot- 
paper and marked it in secret.—The Duke of Richmond 
proposed an amendment, the effect of which would be to 
substitute for the provision that voters unable to read 
should make a declaration before a magistrate, and on the 
production of that declaration have their voting-papers 
filled up by the returning officer, a provision giving the 
returning officer that power on the declaration being made 
in the first instance before himself. This was opposed by 
the Government, but carried by 91 to 59.—The bill was 
then ordered to be reported on the 21st. 

June 19.—The Baptismal Fees Pill passed through Com- 
mittee, 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 

June 14.—The Treaty of Commerce with France—Mr. 
Graves moved “That the recent action of the French 
Government in imposing ‘differential duties’ on mer- 
chandise carried in British ships in the ‘indirect trade’ 
is inconsistent with the policy mutually agreed upon 
between the two countries in 1866, and that such policy, 
while likely to entail serious injury upon French trade 
and manufactures, is calculated, in the present circum- 
stances of the ‘carrying trade,’ to inflict injury upon 
British shipping, and to impair the relations and inter- 
course between the two countries, which had growu up 
under recent commercial arrangements, more especially 
when it is considered that other European flags are (under 
treaties recently made with them) free from the restric- 
tions now imposed upon British shipping.’—Mr. Liddell 
seconded the motion, which was supported by Mr. Birley.— 
Lord Enfield, Mr. C. Fortescue, and Mr. Gladstone de- 
fended the Government from the charge of having brought 
about the destruction of the treaty by an unconciliatory 
policy, in rejecting all overtures for modification of the 
treaty.—Mr. Norwood also, while censuring the short- 
sighted policy of France, approved the action of our own 
Government.—The motion was withdrawn. 

Bank Notes (No. 2) Bill—Sir J. Lubbock introduced a 
bill—Bank Notes (No. 2)—to provide for the safer trans- 
mission of bank notes. 

June 17.—TZhe Middlesex Registry—Mr. Bruce, in 
answer to Mr. Cubitt, said he had reason to believe that no 
alteration had been made in the system of fees for regis- 
tering deeds in the county of Middlesex since a question 
Was put on that subject two years ago. The fees were 
regulated partly by Act of Parliament and partly in 
accordance with the advice of eminent counsel. The 
records were deposited in a building which, he believed, 
was not actually fire-proof, but for which considerable 
expense had been incurred. He was informed that in all 
respects it was as fire-proof'as the building in which wills 
were deposited, and that every possible precaution was 
taken against fire. The emoluments in 1871 were £1,911. 
They were still divided in the same manner as that which 
he described when he answered the question put two rears 
ago. One of the registrars had recently died, and it was 
the intention of the Government to introduce a bill which 
would deal with that matter. 

Supply.—The Law Charges.—On the Civil Service Esti- 
mates, Mr. West objected to the Chancery vote, that the 
number as well as the salaries of the officers attendant 
upon the Lord Chancellor should be reduced. The Lord 
Chancellor's tirst seoretary received £1,200 per annum, his 
svoond secretary £400 per annum, his third secretary £400 
per annum, the gentleman who assisted him in chambers 
£500 per annum, and his purse bearer £500 per annum, 
Theso officers were unnecessarily numerous, and their 
sularies by far too large, Also the Masters in Lunacy 
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ought not to be sent about the country to such an extent 
that their travelling expenses amounted to £1,200 per 
annum. He moved the reduction of the vote by £3,470. 
—NMr. Baxter said that though the hon. member underrated 
the duties performed it was not the intention of the 
Government that these things should remain in their 
present state, and when vacancies occurred alterations 
would be made.—After some discussion, Mr. West altered 
his proposed reduction to £2,000, which was negatived by 
89 to 62. 

On the County Court Vote, Mr. West moved that it be 
reduced by £13,960, the sum allowed for the travelling 
expenses of the County Court judges: According to the 
last return he found that the judge on circuit No.3, White- 
haven, received for travelling expenses £450 a-year. In 
the case of circuit No. 5 a considerable reform had been ef- 
fected for the year 1870-1, but the judge received at the rate 


of £10 a day for the 45 days which he sat in the shape of 


travelling expenses. The two judges on circuit No. 6 sat 
44days between them in the year, and each received for 
travelling expenses £220, or £10 a day for the 22 days he 
ont. In the Manchester district, the judge, who performed 
is duty admirably, never travelled a yard, and yet he re- 
rae £150 for travelling expenses, while the judge who 
travelled 15 times a year from Brompton to Brentford only 
received £50 for travelling expenses. He suggested that 
every County Court judge who travelled should be allowed 
£100 a-year for his expenses.—Mr. H. James observed that 
in circuit No. 3 the County Court judge had 15 courts to 
attend, and travelled 5,000 miles in the course of the year. 
In the Liverpoo! district, one of the judges lived in London, 
and he thought there was an advantage in Cuunty 
: judges living out of their district, because 
then no local considerations or politics to 
minds. The proposition was most inequit- 
» it proposed to allow a County Coart judge 
a great distance no more 

r one who travelled a short distance.— 
Baxter said it would be quite out of place for the 
at to propose any alteration in this vote at the 
s ¢ that its amount would have to be re- 
» Commission appointed to inquire into 
d made its report. It would be im- 
fixed allowance to judges for their travel- 
ecause if such a course were adopted, some 
ng expenses were very small would be 
n, whereas others whose 
xtensive would be equally large losers. 
of the Exchequer said County Court 
any Bevoszig interest in their travelling 
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thought right, instead of the present half-crown. wo 
when the mother of a bastard child married, the husband 
was obliged to support the bastard. That state of law the 
bill proposed to alter. There were also further alterations 
which the introducer explained.—Mr. Lopes was not aware 
that any measure of this kind was required ; and he cer- 
tainly thought it would be necessary to limit the amount 
which a magistrate might order a putative father to pay.— 
Mr. Hurst thought the magistrates might be trusted.— 
After some discussion, in the course of which Mr. Henley 
attributed the fearful increase of infanticide to the present 
bastardy laws, the bill was read a second time. 

The County Courts (Small Debts) No. 2 Bill—Mr. Bass 
moved the second reading. In 1870 there were between 
900,000 and 1,000,000 actions for small debts, 600,000 of 
which were for debts not exceeding £5. There were 
160,000 executions, and 6,700 persons were imprisoned. In 
many instances the cost of the committal and the mainte- 
nance in prison of persons on account of small debts was 
greater than the total amount of their debts, while their 
families were thrown on the Union for support. A man 
who had been imprisoned for forty days might be sent 
back to prison again two days after his liberation for 
another period of forty days, so that this power of impri- 
sonment was virtually without limitation. There was no 
imprisonment for debt from the superior courts, and there- 
fore he could come to no other conclusion than that there 
was one law for the rich and another for the poor.— 
Mr. Lopes moved that the Bill be read a second time that 
day six months. From his own knowledge of County 
Courts, and the concurrent testimony of all the County 
Court Judges except one, he could say that the effect of 
this bill would be simply to destroy County Courts alto- 
gether. What Mr. Bass proposed was to take away 
that power which the County Courts possessed of 
sending to prison a man who was proved almost to demon- 
stration to be able to pay. It wasa mistake to say that 
the poor man only could be imprisoned for debt. Under 
the 5th section of the Debtors’ Act of 1869, subject to cer- 
tain provisions, auy Court might in default commit a per- 
son to prison for a period not exceeding six months. The 
Legislature had very carefully guarded this power of im- 
prisonment, which could be exercised only after judgment 
and when the judge had satisfied himself that the man 
could pay. And the County Court Judges in making the 
order for imprisonment were very careful to suspend it for 
one week, and in most cases the debt was paid before the 
week expired. In fact the debt was often due for board 


| and lodging to some poor widow who had no other means 


of livelihood. He held in his hand the concurrent testi- 
mony of 59 County Court Judges, many of them 
men of great professional experience, and all against 
the abolition of imprisonment for debt. One of these Judges 
said that if the power of imprisonment were taken away the 


| county courts might almost be closed, and many poor men 


would become paupers because they could not obtain 
credit.—Mr. Norwood seconded the amendment. The 
whole subject was discussed thoroughly a few sessions 
ago, when our bankruptcy laws were revised. It was an 
error to speak of the power of arbitrary arrest, which did 
not exist in respect of 53. any more than it did for a debt 
of £50; the procedure was the same in both cases, and in 
both there must be a judgment, and in default a judgment 
summons. It ought to have been stated that the 6,700 
persons who were imprisoned were but the residue of 
137,000 ordered to be imprisoned, the remainder having 
paid under the pressure put upon them by the order. 
There were about twenty Acts under which justices could 
commit in default of payment of penalties, and why should 
we exempt from imprisonine nt those who refused to pay 
for the necessaries of life? If this bill passed men would 
go with impunity past the door of the tradesman who had 
trusted them, and spend their money at the public-house. 
The bill ought to be called one for the promotion of dis- 
honesty and fraud.—Mr. Henley supported the bill.—The 
Solicitor-General said the question was not ripe for deci- 
sion, and the great objection to this bill was that it did 
not place Eng! land, Scotland, and Ireland in the same posi- 
tion. —The bill was thrown out by 136 to 34, 
Sites for Vlaces of Worship and Schoola Bill. —On further 
consideration of this bill, as amended, an amendment by 
Mr. Newdegate was introduced providing that a trust deed, 
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together with the names of the trustees for the time being 
shall be enrolled in the High Court of Chancery. 

The Review of Justices Decisions Bill was read a third 
time and passed. 

June 20.—The Bishops’ Resignation Act (1869) Perpetua- 
tion Bill passed through committee. 

The Sites for Places of Worship and Schools Bill was read 
a third time and passed. 








OBITUARY. 


SIR H. E. F. LAMBERT, BART. 


The death of Sir Henry Edward Francis Lambert, Bart., 
and a barrister-at-law, took place at Great Malvern on the 
15th June, in the fiftieth year of his age. He was the 
eldest of the eight sons of the late Sir Henry John Lam- 
bert, the fifth baronet, by his wife Anna Maria, younger 
daughter of the Hon. Edward Foley, and granddaughter of 
the first Lord Foley, The late baronet was born on the 
7th June, 1822, and was educated at Eton, whence he pro- 
ceeded to Balliol College, Oxford, where he graduated B.A. 
in 1843. He was called ta the bar at the Inner Temple in 
1847, and was formerly a member of the Oxford Circuit. 
attending also the Worcester and Stafford sessions. On 
succeeding te the title and estates by the death of his father 
in 1858, Sir Henry Lambert appears to have relinquished 
practice, and soon afterwards took up his abode at Great Mal- 
vern, where he became noted as a leading public man. In 
1860 he was nominated a magistrate and deputy-lieutenant 
for the counties of Oxford and Woreestershire, being also 
placed on the commission of the peace for Hereford and Bucks, 
For some years he filled the office of deputy chairman of the 
Worcestershire Quarter Sessions; he was also chairman of 
the Malvern Local Improvement Board, and of the Board of 
Guardians, but resigned the former office some time ago 
owing to failing health. ~ He likewise took an active share 
in the proceedings of the Worcester Prison Committee, and 
initiated many improvements in management. Sir Henry 
Lambert married, on the 11th April, 1860, Eliza Catherine, 
second daughter of the late Lionel Charles Hervey, Esq., 
and by this lady, who survives him, he leaves a family of 
nine children, being succeeded in the baronetcy by his 
eldest son, Henry Foley, who was born in 1861, 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 
METROPOLITAN AND PROV INCIAL LAW ASSOCIA. 


ave 


The members of this association held a general meeting 
(in lien of their usual annual provincial general meeting) 
at the hall of the Incorporated Law Socicty, on Thursday, 
the 13th, and by adjournment, on Friday, the 14th June, 
1872. 

The chair was taken each day at eleven o'clock by Mr. 
James Anderson Rose, the chairman of the association. 

There was a considerable attendance of the leading 
members of the profession, including deputations from the 
Birmingham, Bristol, Kent, Leeds, Liverpool, Manchester, 
Newcastle-on-T'yne, Worcester, and Somersetshire, and 
Yorkshire Law Societies, and from tho Northern Circuit 
Division of the Metropolitan and Provincial Law Associa- 
tion. 

Among the members present were——Zondon : Messrs. J. A, 
Rose (chairman), J. M. Clabon (deputy-chairman), W. W. 
Aldridge, E. Bailey, J. Barnard, A. P. Bower, E. Bromley, 
E. F. Burton, W. Chubb, T. P. Cobb, W. 8S. Cookson, W. 
Crossman, ‘I’. H. Devonshire, L. Emmanuel, H. J. Francis, 
J. G. Hepburn, John Hopgood, J. Kendall, T. Kennedy, 
F. Kent, G. Kenrick, E. Kimber, H. Kimber, J. Kingsford, 
C. H. Lovell, R. B. Lowndes, J. B. Monckton, F. R. 
Parker, A. G. Pritchard, P. Rickman, G. Rooper, 
A. W. Sadgrove, W. Shaen, Sidney Smith, D. Sturdy, C, 
F, Tagart, R. Thomas, J. 8S. Torr, J. Turner, Theodore 
Waterhouse, Stephen Williams, and BH. W. Williamson. 
Ashford: Mr, Robert Furley. Bath: Myr, E. Turner Payne, 
Birmingham: Messrs, 8. J. Hayes, 'l', Horton, G. J. Johnson, 
Arthur Ryland, and C, T. Saunders. Bristol: Messrs. 
G. Cooke, Lewis Fry, H. S. Wasbrough., Curdij’: Messrs, 
R. W. Griffith and B. Mathews, Darlington: Mr. Hugh 
Dunn, Gloucester: Mr, Goorge Whitcombe, Leeds : Messrs. 








J. D. Kay, T. Marshall, G. H. Nelson, James Rider, E. Wil- 
son. Liverpool: Messrs. T. Avison, E. Banner, J. H. E. 
Gill, R. A. Payne, W. Radcliffe, and John Yates. Maid- 
stone: Messrs. J. Case and J. Monckton. Manchester: 
Messrs. W. H. Guest, WH, Partington, J. Street, M. B, 
Wood, and Perzy Woolley. Mold: Mr. T. T. Kelly. 
Newcastle-on-Tyne: Messrs. T. G. Gibson, G. W. Hodge, 
and J. Y. Youll. Norwich: Mr. B. T.Sharpe. St. Helens: 
Mr. H. Gaskell Taylor. Selby: Mr. T. Hawdon. Sunder- 
land: Mr. S, Alcock, jun. Wareham: Mr. F. Filliter. 
Worcester: Messrs. W. Allen, G. Bentley, R. P. Hill, C. 
Pidcock, and J. Stallard. Wrevrham: Mr. J. Lewis. York: 
Messrs. J. Holtby, J. M. Maund,’and Wm. Walker. 

Mr. Paitie Rickman, the secretary, at the request of 
the chairman, read the order of business and the list of 
papers intended to be read. Amongst them were papers 
on the following subjects in addition to the Address by 
Mr. J. Anderson Rose, the chairman, viz.—* On Organisa- 
tion of the Professor,” by Mr. J. M. Clabon; ‘“‘ Remunera- 
tion of Attorneys,” by Mr. R. A. Payne; ‘‘Onthe Appellate 
Jurisdiction of the House of Lords,” by Mr. Isham H. E. 
Gill ; and “ A Proposal to Revive the Inns of Chancery,” by 
Mr. R. W. Griffith. After reading and discussing these 
papers, or so many as there might be time for, which would 
occupy that and the following day (Friday) the provin- 
cial members and deputations, he said, would be entertained 
at dinner by the metropolitan members, on Friday, at the 
Freemasons’ Tavern, and would proceed on Saturday to 
view Westminster Abbey, under the able conduct of the 
Dean of Westminster. Also that the dean consented to 
deliver an address in’ the Jerusalem Chamber on the his- 
torical and architectural association connected with the 
abbey, to the members of the association, and any ladies 
and friends whom they might bring with them. 

The chairman then delivered the openiug address, in 
which he touched upon many of the salient points of the 
laws and the alterations they appeared to require, including 
the law of jaries, patents, &c., and the bills now before 
Parliament. 

Mr. Stephen Wituiams, of London, said that the President 
had touched with a masterly hand upon the salient points 
of our law and of the proposed alterations in the law. Mr. 
Williams would like to see a paper on the subject of the 
Bill brought into Parliament for the crossing of bank notes. 
Bank notes when crossed would cease to be bank notes, and 
this, he considered, would be very objectionable. 

Mr. Rytanp, of Birmingham, said he was instructed by 
the Birmingham Law Society to state that this society 
would be pleased if the Metropolitan and Provincial Law 
Association could hold its next meeting at Birmingham. 
The society would prefer that it should be held after the 
15th October. He suggested that the 22nd should be the 
day of meeting, as that would not interfere with the 
Quarter Sessions. 

Mr. Hopce moved, and Mr. R. A. Parneseconded a 
resolution that the invitation of the Birmingham Law 
Society be accepted with thanks, and that the next pro- 
vincial general meeting be held on the 21st and 22n@ 
October, 1873, which was carried unanimously. 

Mr. Edmund Kiuser ceuld not understand the reasons 
for condemning the Public Prosecutor's Bill, which he 
believed to be a measure much required in this country. 
The measure was crude at present, and required emenda- 
tion, but was sound in the main. 

Mr. Lownprs said he concurred in the views expressed 
by Mr. Kimber with regard to the Public Prosecutor's Bil). 
The Public Prosecutor ought to be under the direct control 
of the Treasury, and the better plan would be that 
there should be a Public Prosecutor-General, under whom 
the whole of the Public Prosecutors of this country should 
act. The Bill before Parliament made the Attorney. 
General the Public Prosecutor-General, and all Public 
Prosecutors were to write to him for direction in diff. 
cult matters, The Public Prosecutor-General should be 
an attorney, and the appointment be a permanent one, so 
as to avoid the evil of a change of the Public Prosecutor. 
General upon each change of the Ministry. 

Mr. Rytanp remarked that the observations of Me. 
Lowndes seemed to be grounded on the supposition that 
no public prosecutor is required until a prisoner is com- 
mitted for trial. The great use of a public prosecutor 
Will be on the investigation on the first examination. Ho 
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suggested that an excellent plan would Se to -aetaatnn’| 
magistrates to remand a case and appoint some attorney 
to prosecute. 

Mr. Prpcock agreed with the principle of appointing a 
public prosecutor whose duty it should be to work up the 
evidence, and he instanced a case of fraud in which the 
offender had escaped because there was no public prose- 
eutor. Nine prosecutions out of ten found their way into 
the hands of the magistrates’ clerks. He considered that 
no person who had an interest in the trial should be the 
Prosecutor. 

Mr. Hottsy (of York) said that for twelve years he had 
been acting as Clerk of Indictments for the Northern Cir- 
cuit, and that during that time upwards of 1,000 indict- 
ments had been drawn by him, and that he had never had 
to complain of negligence on the part of an attorney in 
getting up the facts. 

Mr. Lovett said it was very unsatisfactory to find at the 

st moment, when it was too late for any effort to be made 
to procure evidence or to look into the facts of the case, 

xis Lords ship saying “This is a serious charge. Mr. 
So-and-so, will you read the ¢ Gepositions and cross-examine 
the witnesses on the part of the prisoner?’ He was in 
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ceived on satisfactory terms, and let 


be des dealt: with ‘at the same time—that was point number 
two. The third point was that we should do away with 
all technical pleading, and that there should be a simple 
statement of one side and the other. The fourth point wag 
that all evidence should be oral. The system of affidavits 
was incapable of giving a true idea of the facts. 

Mr. Bateson Woop, of Manchester, said that with regard 
to the wish for a speedy means of transit from the rank of 
barrister to that of ‘attorney and vice versé he must agree 
with Mr. Clabon; but he disagreed with Mr. Clabon re. 
garding the separation of the two societies. During the 
last five years the Provincial law societies had taken a 
position which they had not held on any previous occasion. 
They sent delegates to London, put themselves in commu. 
nication with members of Parliament, and sent up petitions 
direct to the House of Commons. However, although he 
advocated a scheme of amalgamation, it was on condition 
that the Incorporated Law Society should hold the annual 
meeting in the provinces as part of the scheme. This 
meeting afforded the country members the opportunity of 
seeing members from London and other parts of the country 
in a friendly way, and it must be held in the provinces 
nine years out of ten. He proposed to move that it was 
the opinion of the meeting that the amalgamation of the 
Metropolitan and Provincial Law Association with the 
Incorporated Law Society was desirable, so that the Incor- 
porated Law Society might become more thoroughly the 
representative of the whole profession, provided that the 
annual meetings of the provinces be kept up, and that an 
attempt be made to transfer the members of the Metropo- 
lian and Provincial to the Incorporated Law Society, and 
that a sub-committee be appointed for the purpose of con- 
ferring with the Incorporated Law Society upon the terms 
upon which it is proposed that the amalgamation should 
take place. 

Mr. Lownpes said he would take it for granted that the 
Incorporated Law Society had done their duty—that is, 
with a mental reservation. The attorneys of England were 
not represented by the Incorporated Law Society, and they 
were only represented by the Metropolitan and Provincial in 
a degree. They were only represented by the Metropolitan 
and Provincial when it acted apart from the Incorporated 
Law Society. The whole of the movements which had im- 
proved the profession during the last few years had been 
done by the Metropolitan and Provincial, in spite of the In- 
corporated Law Society. 

Mr. Saaen said that practically it was of very little 
moment, to the London members at any rate, whether the 
Metropolitan and Provincial Law Association were merged 
into the Incorporated Law Society or not. He would like 
to hear from the country members whether they thought the 
time had come for such astep. The Incorporated Law 
Society had made several changes since the year 1848, and 
had admitted country members upon its Council. It seemed 
to him extraordinary that if country members felt they were 
not represented by the Metropolitan and Provincial they 
should think they would be better represented by the In- 
corporated Law Society. There were at least two thirds of 
the members of their managing body who wero country 
solicitors. They had in this way official connection with 
allthe Provincial Law Societies and with many towns in 
which there were no law societies. The whole of the minutes 
were printed and sent to every member of the managing 
committee, so that all their proceedings were brought to 
the attention of sixty leading solicitors in thirty or forty 
large towns throughout the kingdom. He denied that 
there was any reason for considering that it wag a case of 
London versus the provinces. In all subjects before them 
in no single case had the provinces goneone way and London 
the other. They were divided at one time upon the 
question of registration of title, but they were as 
much divided in the country as in London, If 
the organisation of the Metropolitan was unsatisfactory, 
let, them seck to change it. The proper mode would be 
that a eab-committee should be formed to put themselves 
in communication with the Incorporated Law Society to 


| auk whether they were prepared for the amalgamation 


suggested, for even that had not aa yet beon ascertained. 
[xt them first aseure themselves that they would be re- 
it be reported to a 
general meeting of the Association, that the general opinion 
of the Association might be ascertained, The Metropolitan 
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Association had rendered large services to the profession, 
and was capable of still doing so. 

Mr. Hopce thought the time for amalgamation had not 
yet arrived. He had been for some years a member of the 
managing committee of the Metropolitan Association, and 
his opinions had been listened to with the greatest defer- 
ence and respect. Of late years—ever since the formation 
of the Metropolitan and Provincial Law Association—the 
action of the Incorporated Law Society had been very 
favourable to country members, and he was of opinion that 
the Metropolitan and Provincial would be doing good service 
by remaining apart and acting as a sort of stimulus to the 
older society. 

Mr. Rytanp (as President of the Birmingham Law 
Society) wished to say that his society had come to the 
conclusion that amalgamation was desirable. They would, 
however, only amalgamate with the Incorporated Law 
Society on condition that it would perform the duties 
hitherto performed by the Metropolitan and Provincial. 

Mr. Payne (of Liverpool) asked whether they were not 
going too fast? Were the Incorporated Law Society ready 
to receive them ? He thought the two societies would ex- 
ercise a greater influence upon the public at large if they 
remained separate. 

Mr. Gro. Kenrick (of London) considered that if the 
amalgamation was to take place, the terms of such amalga- 
mation should be arranged by the governing bodies of the 
two societies before being brought before the public mect- 
ings of the Metropolitan and Provincial. 

Mr. Avison, of Liverpool, was not prepared to accept 
the proposal for amalgamation, and thought they had bet- 
ter let well alone. 

Mr. Burton, of London, considered they ought first to 
ask their committee to consider the question, and if neces- 
sary confer with the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society with reference to it, He would propose that as an 
amendment. 

Mr. Pincock, of Worcester, said there was no rivalry 
between the two societies, or between the London and 
country solicitors. He thought the Metropolitan and Provin- 
cial had acted as a kind of spur to the Incorporated Law 
Society, and they ought to be very cantious in altering 
existing arrangements, and they ought to see that they 
were to be well represented in the Incorporated Law So- 
ciety before asking for amalgamation. He would ask the 
meeting to pause before passing the resolution. 

The PRESIDENT said there was no antagonism between 
the two societies, and he referred to the manner in which 
the Metropolitan Society had been entertained by the In- 
corporated Law Society as a proof of this. Still, he be- 
lieved the competition of the two bodies was productive 
of good, and was essential to the well-being of the profes- 
sion. 

Mr. Woop did not wish the question to be pressed to an 
issue before the members of the Metropolitan and Provin- 
cial Association had fall time to consider it. He would 
withdraw his resolution. 

The PrestpENr then put the following substituted reso- 
lution, which was carried :—‘ That the managing committee 
be requested to consider and report to the next provincial 
general meeting of the society whether it will be for the 
advantage of this association that it should be amalga- 
ted with the Incorporated Law Society ; and if so, upon 
what terms; and that if it bo considered necessary, the 
managing committee should confer in the meantime with 
the Council of the Incorporated Law Society on tho sub- 
jeot.” 

The meeting then adjourned till the next morning. 

On the 14th June Mr. J, ANpERSON Rost again took the 
chair at 11 a.m. 

Discussion oN LeGaL Epucation, 

Mr. Snaen thought that injustice had been done to Mr, 
Clabon’s paper of the previous day in not discussing: it 
more fully, and proposed that the meeting should turn 
their attention to the subject of the education of the pro. 
fession, They owed a deep debt of gratitude to the Law 
Society for ita efforts with regard to thia subject, ‘That 
Society had instituted lectures, and classes, and examina. 
tions, at a time when tho Inna of Court were doing nothing 
for legal education, He said the Legal Kducation Assovia- 





tion sprang from their branch of the profession. He believed 
that the foundation of a School of Law would tend very 
greatly to facilitate the raising of their branch of the pro- 
fession, and making it clear that they and the Bar belong 
to one common honourable profession. He concurred in 
the proposition that there should be a common examination 
for attorneys and barristers which should be compulsory. 
The objections put forward by the London University were 
well founded, and the establishment of a second university 
in London was undesirable. It was a mistake to multiply 
examining bodies. Law degrees ought to continue to be 
honorary distinctions, ard not a qualification of practice. 
Sir Roundell Palmer had wisely dropped that part of the 
scheme which would have made it an university. It wasa@ 
matter of regret that when the subject was before the 
House of Commons the only solicitors who spoke were 
opposed to the School of Law, and they were considered by 
the House of Commons to be representing the whole 
body of the profession, whilst in reality they were only com- 
municating their own individual opinions. He concluded 
by proposing a resolution in favour of a common and com- 
pulsory examination of all law students. 

Mr. Rytanp seconded the resolution. He said that the 
Legal Education Association ought to be informed of the 
fact that the two solicitors above referred to did not 
represent the general feeling of the profession. It was, 
however, due to them to say that they did not affect to 
represent, the general opinion of the profession on that oc- 
casion. 

Mr. C. T. SauNDERS moved an addition to the resolution 
to the effect that the meeting regretted that at the recent 
debate upon Sir Roundell Palmer’s motion the general 
opinion of their branch of the profession was no expressed 
by the solicitors who took part in the debate. 

Mr. JoHNSON, in seconding the addition to the resolution, 
said he was opposed to a law university. -He did not think 
the proposed school would overcome the difficulty of the 
inferior status of solicitors to that of barristers, and wished 
this addition to the resolution to pass, in order that the 
Legal Education Association might not think that 
solicitors as a rule were opposed to the scheme of a school 
of law. 

Mr. Torr was opposed to the addition suggested, because 
they could not then be unanimous upon the resolution. 
Probably the whole of the profession would concur in Mr. 
Shaen’s resolution. He believed that nearly half the pro- 
fession cared very little about the proposed change. Per- 
sonally he did not, although a subscriber to the Legal 
Education Association. It would make very little differ- 
ence to their branch of the profession whether the scheme 
was carried or not. It would probably cause the Bar to 
attempt something in the way of inferference with solicitors 
very much to their disadvantage. The present system of 
examination was very good, and was as good as many 
intending solicitors could afford or would think it worth 
while to obtain. He was of opinion that if Parliament 
thought the scheme unnecessary it should be allowed to 
drop. 

Mr. Hepsurn was opposed to the School of Law, because 
of the expense it would cause to those entering the profes- 
sion, which would prevent the less wealthy solicitors with 
large families from onabling their sons to become solicitors. 

The PresipENr said he was entirely opposed to the 
whole scheme, and believed that at the bettom of it all 
was the idea of the amalgamation of the advocate and 
the attorney, which he trusted would never take place. 

Mr. SHAEN did not wish that all young men entering the 
profession should be compelled to come to London to study 
(that would be optional), but they would have to come to 
pass an examination as was the case now. He suggested 
that the addendum should be put as an amendment. It 
was important to pass the resolution, because the Seliciter- 
Genoral had taken every opportunity of saying that the 
bulk of the profession cared nothing for the scheme, 

The resolutions were then passed as follows, viz. > 

“That this meeting of delegates trom provincial lw 
societies, and of attorneys and solicitors from all parts of 
Kngland, cordially approves of the establishment in London 
of a school of law for the commen instruction of law 
students, irrespectively of the question tv which branch af 
tho profession they intend to practise; and for the estab. 
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lishment of a common examination, the passing of w hich 
shall be compulsory upon all such students ; and that tris 
meeting regrets that in the recent debate in the House of 
Commons on Sir Roundell Palmer’s motion, the general 
opinion of attorneys and solicitors in favour of these two 
principles was not expr essed by the solicitors who took 
part in the debate.” 

“That the above resolution be communicated to the 
Council of the Legal Education Association.” 

The paper of Mr. R. A. Payne, “On Remuneration of 
Attorneys,” was then read and discussed, and the following 
resolution, moved by Mr. R. A. Payne, and seconded by Mr. 
Hodge, was passed on the subject :—‘ That it be an in- 
struction to the committee of the Association to apply again 
to the Council of the Incorpors ated Law Society, U. K., to 
confer with them with the view of obtaining legal sanction 
to a scale of charges by commission for conveyancing, and 
tojoin in taking such other measures as the two societies 
may think advisable for that purpose. | 

Mr. Isham H. E. Gitt then read his paper “On the 
Appellate Jurisdiction of the House of Lords,” expressing 
the view that such appellate jurisdiction should be taken 
away from the Peers, and conferred on some Court to which 
all appeals should be sent. 

Mr. Youtt agreed with Mr. Gill that the present mode 
of appeal was not satisfactory, and that there should be 
but one Court of Appeal, instead of those now existing. 

Mr. Saunpers thought they had better wait until the 
Report of the Judicature Commission made its appearance 

fore they attempted any change in the present method of 
appeal. What was w anted was the establishment of local 
Courts of First Instance, and one strong Court of Appeal. 

The PrestpeNt said he was not agreed as to the expe- 
diency of the abolition of the appellate jurisdiction of the 
Ifouse of Lords. 

Mr. R. W. Griffith having left the meeting on other 

is paper, “A Proposal to Revive the Inns of 
was ee sey for ss next meeting. 
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GROTESQUE LITIGATION IN INDIA. 


Nothing probably will strike an English lawyer in India 
more forcibly than the varied and peculiar forms of litiga- 
tion, of which every court in the country is capable of pro- 
ducing specimens. On the one hand, he may watch the 
administration of much pure English law through the 

various forms of actions which arise out of contracts and 
torts, and the forms of relief which English conrts of equity 
afford. ‘The peculiarity, but more properly the simplicity, 
of the procedure by which the law is administered would no 
doubt most excite his admiration. On the other hand, 


| however, he sees that same procedure employed in the ad- 
| ministration of quite another law—the enforcement of 


rights arising out of an archaic code of ordinances and 
customs, whose origin is lost in the mists of antiquity. 
Respect for the laws and usages of the country, and the 


| idea that they must be preserved to the people, have had 


the effect of bringing before our tribunals a class of litigas 
tion which is best described by the word grotesque. 

The Hindu law boasts of a written code, scattered 
though it be among various books, the most ancient of 
which is the well-known “Institutes of Menu.” Several 
abstruse commentaries and digests on various subjects of 
law—contract, inheritance, adoption, marriage, and so 
forth—compose the bibliothecu leywm of the Hindus. The 
religious element, however, which enters into the entire 
texture of Hindu law is remarkable. Almost every one of 
its rules points to some religious dogma or usage. Many 
of its precepts are merely enunciations of doctrines that 
lie at the foundation of their mystic philosophy. So 


, blended and mixed up are moral lessons, religious duties, 


and purely legal obligations, that it is often difficult to dis- 
tinguish them. By an old regulation of the East India 
Company, passed in 1793, and re-enacted for the purpose 
of extending it to all the civil courts in the country, it is 
directed that in suits regarding succession, inheritance, 
marriage, and caste, and all religious usages and institue 


| tions, the Hindu laws with regard to Hindus were to be 
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Torr, seconded by Mr. 

“That the best thanks of the Association be 
given to the authors of papers read at this meeting.” 

5 the motion of Mr. Jounxsox, seconded by Mr. 

—* That the best thanks of the Association be 

given to the Chairman, Mr. James Anderson Rose, for his 

valuable addrese, and able and courteous conduct in the 

chair.” 
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LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


the Law sccattaahin on Tuesday last (Mr. Gordon in | 
chair), the question discussed waa No. 501 Legal :— 

l property ia settled in trust for A. for life, and after | 
his decease, upon trust to sell and pay the proceeds to B. 
Dari me A.’4 life B. mortgages his interest, and dies devising 
his interest, and his will containing a direction for payment 
of debts out of hia residuary real and personal estate. Is 
the mortgage debt primarily payable out of the mortgaged 

property?” Inthe absence of Mr. Widdows, the debate | 
waa opened by Mr. Bagshawe, Jun., in the affirmative, but 
the sien - imately decided the question in the negative. 
The debate om Tucaday next will be the laat of the session. 


As 


| once for immediate practical purposes. 


considered the general rules by which judges were to form 
their decision. Here, therefore, by the side of the written 
law there are also to be recognised and enforced a large 
body of usages and customs. As might well be expected, 
this mine of law and custom not only produces a large 
amount of litigation, but such litigation as sometimes 
assumes the most ludicrous and grotesque character. 

If, therefore, the suit be one for “account,” or for 
“goods sold,” or “ money lent,” or for damages, there is 
generally not found much difficulty in applying to it the 
general principles which in English law govern like cases. 
But let a member of a Hindu family, joint in food, worship, 
and estate, break away from his ancestral home and rush 
into court, we are then immediately plunged amid ques- 
tions the most important and most intricate. ‘The rights 
of the several parties are to be ascertained and declared, 
and the whole family system, archaic as it is, must be nar- 
rowly studied. Here family relations are found totally 
behind the age we live in. Mothers the perpetual wards 
of their sons, daughters under grave disabilities as to suc- 
cession and inheritance, and brothers with their families 
and remote kinsmen, apparently enjoying a mutual depen- 


; dence on one another. Conditions of society which the scien- 


tific lawyer regards in the light of fossil remains of an age 
long past, and fit only to theorise upon, are here studied at 
The suit goes on, 
and must be decided on principles recognised by such a 
state of society. Meanwhile, the “ Kurta,” or manager of 
the family estate, is a prominent figure in these proceed- 
ings, and sometimes the family priest is an-actor in it. 


| The family god, too, has no small share of the interest di- 


rected toit. The right to worship him is in dispute, and 
the Christian judge has probably to search the Hindoo 
Scriptures—the shastrae and the purdwas—to determine 
how many daysin the year Shiva ia to be worshipped by 
this member of the family, and how many weeks Vishnu is 
to be adored by another. 

Customs, again,which are immemorial create rights which 
are brought before our tribunals for recognition, which no 
courts under the #un are called upon to consider. “ It has 
been said by an ancient Indian lawyer, that when the judges 
of the Sudder Courta were first set to administer native 
law, they appear to have felt as if they had got into fairy- 
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land, so strange and grotesque were the legal principles on 
which they were called to act. But after awhile they 
became accustomed to the new region, and began to behave 
+hemselves as if all were real and substantial. As a matter 
of fact, they acted as if they believed in it more than did 
its native inhabitants. Among the older records of their 
proceedings may be found injunctions, couched in the 
technical language of English Chancery pleadings, which 
forbid the priests of a particular temple to injure a 
rival fane, by painting the face of their rival red in- 
stead of yellow, and decrees allowing the complaint of other 
priests that they were injured in property and repute be- 
cause their neighbours rang a bell at a particular moment 
of their services. Much Brahminical ritual and not a little 
doctrine became the subject of decision. The Privy Council 
in London was once called upon to decide in ultimate ap- 
peal on the claims of rival hierophants to have their palan- 
quin carried cross-wise instead of lengthwise ; and it is 
said that on another occasion the right to drive elephants 
through the narrow and crowded streets of one of the 
most sacred Indian cities, which was alleged to vest in a 
certain religions order as being in possession of a parti- 
cular idol, was seriously disputed, because the idol was 
cracked.” 

In one case, an appeal came up to the late Sudder Court, 
in 1854, in which thirteen parties as plaintiffs sued twenty- 
six barbers, to compel them to shave them. It appears 
that a succession of barbers, of a particular caste, had 
lathered and shaved the ancestors of the plaintiffs from 
time immemorial. From father to son the same razor 
had come down as an heirloom, destined to shave 
the chins of certain families, their heirs and _ succes- 
sors for ever. At last, however, prompted by some 
evil genu, the barbers absconded, and, as a result, the 
beards of the plaintiffs appeared, which being repugnant 
to the spirit of the shastras, the judge was asked to have 
the plaintiffs duly shaved, which he declined to do. In 
another case, certain parties sued certain individual bar- 
bers praying that the latter might be compelled to pare 
the nails of the former. The first Court found that it had 
been the custom of the defendants to perform this service 
for the plaintiffs, and passed a decree compelling the de- 
fendants to perform it. The barbers being indignant, 
appealed. The Lower Appellate Court held that 
such a suit will not lie; and, as is the custom of litigants in 
India, an appeal was immediately|made toa higher tribunal. 
It was gravely urged in special appeal to the High Court, that 
asnit will lie for the enforcement of an established usage 
having the force of law. The High Court, in its turn, 
solemnly say (see W. R. vol. i.): “We have carefally con- 
sidered this argument, but looking at the facts of the case, 
we think it should be governed by the decision of the late 
Sudder Court, 2nd November, 1854, page 465, in which 
thirteen parties sued twenty-six barbers to compel them 
to shave them, and which apvears to us to be on all fours 
with this. It*is, indeed, urged in that case that any 
barber may have been resorted to, and here the individual 
defendants must perform the service, otherwise plaintiffs 
lose caste. But that was not the ground of that decision. 
It was that the claim was of doubtfal prinoiple, and not 
one of which the Courts could enforce execution.” 'The 
special appeal was accordingly dismissed. 

Probably it was a fortunate circumstance that the Court so 
decided, for if(in the shaving case, at least) a decree for the 
plaintiffs had finally been made, both the judges and the 
plaintiffs would assuredly have found themselves under the 
tyranny of an exceedingly “ doubtful principle.” If the 
barbers had refused to carry out the decree and had 
sullenly put away their razors, then probably (as in the 
case where a defendant being ordered refuses to sign a 
document to the plaintiff, the judge may sign it in his 
stead) the honoarable judges would have beon compelled 
to consider the question whethor they should not shave 
tho plaintiffs themselves. If, again, the defendants 
(barbers) had shown «# cheerful disposition, and were 
prepared to shave the plaintitts in terms of tho decree, why 
in that case even, it is of exceedingly “ doubtful prin- 
ciple,” and a question that casuists have nowhere decided, 
whethor it is just to # man's wife that he should intrast 
himself to the hands of a barber against whom he holds a 
decree carrying costs, which costs at the time of shaving, 
happen to be still dao and unpaid,—Law Magasine, 





MR. FITZJAMES STEPHEN ON A PROCEDURE FOR 
LAW REFORM. 


Mr. Fawcett, M.P.—whose resolution in favour of the 
appointment of a Minister of Justice, cr some other official, 
who shall be able to give his undivided attention to Law 
Reform, and other legal questions affecting the administra- 
tion of public business, was to come on in the House of 
Commons last night—has, according to the Times, received 
from Mr. Fitzjames Stephens, Q.C., from whom he had in- 
vited suggestions, the following scheme :—— 

“T would establish,” says Mr. Stephen, “an office which 
might be called ‘the Board of Legislation,’ or, if it were 
thought expedient, a Legislative Committee of the Privy 
Council might be added to the Judicial Committee and to 
the Committees on Trade and Education; but whatever 
name might be given, I would appoint a small body consist- 
ing, say, of three persons, whose duty it should be to draw 
and submit Bills to Parliament. They should act in concert 
with the Lord Chancellor and the law officers of the Crown, 
by one of whom the Bill might be introduced, either into the 
House of Lords or into the House of Commons, as might be 
thought most expedient. It would be essential to the scheme 
that the Commissioners (as I may call them for fault of a 
better name) should not be in a position of official subordina- 
tion to the Government for the time being. The essence of 
the whole scheme would lie in the origination by a more or 
less independent body of a series of measures, carefully 
devised and systematically framed, with a view to the re- 
form of the law, and without reference to party considera- 
tions. If these measures met with the approval of the 
Government for the time being—and as they would be of 
a perfectly neutral character they probably would—they 
would be introduced into Parliament either by the Chan- 
cellor or by the Attorney or Solicitor-General. If not, 
they would not be introdaced ; but, in order to insure the 
independence of the Commissioners, and at the same time 
to insure their diligence, which would be a most im- 
portant point, they should be required to keep an ac- 
count of their proceedings, and to determine by 
formal fesolution what bills should be drawn and 
who should be specially responsible for them. Every 
draught when finished should be published, together with 
statements of their objects and reasons, and such explana- 
tory comments upon them as might be thonght necessary. 
All these papers should be laid annually on the table of 
each House of Parliament. The relations between the 
Commissioners and the law officers of the Government 
shouldalsoberecordedin writing. Ifthe Commissioners drew 
a bill which the Government refased to introduce, the 
reasons for that refusal should be assigned, and the Com- 
missioners, on the other hand, should assign their reasons 
for wishing it to be proceeded with. This matter should 
be published annually, and Parliament and the public 
would thus be enabled to decide upon the course to be 
taken. 

“Though | should consider such guarantees for the inde- 
pendence and activity of the office essential to its efficiency, 
I do not see any reason to fear that the Chancellor and the 
law officers would not co-operate harmoniously with the 
Commissioners. A very great proportion of the work to be 
done is of such a character that there can scarcely be two 
opinions about its importance, or, indeed, upon any other 
point than the details of its execution. For instance, I can 
scarcely doubt that men of all political parties would agree 
in the importance of having a Penal Code, nor could there 
be much question that an English Penal Code must be the 
present criminal law of England—so to speak—clothed, and 
in its right mind, and this is but one subject out of a large 
number on which reasonable men who studied the matter 
might but be contidently expected to agree. 

* Let us suppose, then, that the Commissioners had pre- 
pared a Bill, and that the Chancellor had determined te in- 
troduce it, The next question is how it could be deals 
with in Parliament so as to avoid the inconveniences which 
T have pointed out. I think they might be avoided by two 
vory simple rules, which would not interfere in the smallest 
degree with the absolute supremacy of Parliament over the 
whole and over every part of overy measure laid before 
them. First, Bills so draughted ought to be referred to 
Solect Committees, which should be attended by the Com. 


missioner who was responsible for the Bill, He should be 
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permitted to state the objects ofthe Bill to the Committee 
as the objects of a private Bill are stated by counsel, and 
he should be charged with the duty of explaining to the 
Committee the reasons and authorities for every clause in 
the Bill on which they might require information. Second- 
ly, when the Select Committee or the House to which the 
Select Committee belonged had decided as to the alterations 
to be introduced, the Bill should be referred back to the 
Commissioners to be altered accordingly, and before any 
Bill ofimportance was finally passed into law a special re - 
port should be called for from the Commissioners as to an y 
inaccuracies or inconsistencies which might have been in- 
troduced into the Bill by amendments. It would, of course, 
be understood that the Commissioners were not to consider 
themselves at liberty to re-open or argue upon any ques- 
tion which had been decided by Parliament; but they 
should be permitted to look over the whole work from the 
draughtsman’s point of view, and to make suggestions as 
to the manner in which the decisions of Parliament might 
be most neatly and clearly carried into effect.” 








cOURT PAPERS. 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 
Notice.—FurTHER ConsIDERATIONS. 

The Master of the Rolls and the Vice-Chancellors have 
directed that in all causes to be heard before them for fur- 
ther consideration two copies of the minutes of the decree, 
and the proper papers, be left by the plaintift’s solicitor with 
the officer of the Court at least one day previously to the 
hearing. 


Orver or Court. 
5th day of June, 1872. 

Whereas it is proper that the accounts kept by the 
Accountant-General of this Court should be examined and 
compared, in order to settle the same ; and whereas it will 
require considerable time to perfect such examination, and 
it is necessary that a time should be appointed for closing the 
books of accounts of the said Accountant-General for the 
purposes aforesaid : I do order that the books of the said Ac- 
countant-General be closed from and after the 20th day of 
Angust next, to the 28th day of October next (inclusive), 
excepting upon the days and for the purposes hereinafter 
mentioned, in order to adjust the accounts of the suitors with 
the books kept at the bank ; and that during that time no 
draft for any money, except as hereinafter provided, or certi- 
ficate for any effects under the care and direction of this 
Court, be signed or delivered out by the Accountant- 
General, or any stocks or annuities accepted or transferreb 
by him, relating to the suitors of this Court ; and that no 
purchase, sale, or transfer be made by the Accountant- 
General, unless the order and request or Registrar's certi- 
ficate be left at his office on or before the 7th day of August 
next, and that no order for payment of any money out of 
Court which may be then in Court be received in the Ac- 
countant-General’s Office after the 9th day of August next: 


Provided nevertheless that the office of the said Accountant- | 
General shall be open on the 7th, 8th, and 9th days of Oc- | 


tober next, for the delivery out of any regular interest drafts 
which may have bezome payable in respect of the October 
dividends, and of any other regular interest drafts which 


| Thursday ..27 


have become payable prior to cr during the closing of the | 


office as aforesaid. And to the end that the suitors may 
have notice hereof, and apply to the Court as there shall be 


stocks or annuities transferred to them. before the 20th day 
of August next—lI do order that this Order be entered and 
set up im the several offices of this Court. 

Hatuerrey, C. 


Srrrmvcs arrer Trinity Term, 1872. 


LORD CHANCELLOR. | Wednesday.. 3 
—- Thursday .. 4 
Linecin's Inn. 


Wed., Jane id 
Tharsiay 26 | Appesis. 
Prifay......21.. App. mins. & apps. 
-o2t) 
255 Appeals. 
y -26..Petns. and 
27... Appeals 
— yt arama a 
omdaz,daiyt} 
Tuesday .... 25 Ayyeaks. 


| Appeals. 


| Monday .... 8 

| Tuesday ..9 

| Wednesday .19 Appeals. 
Thursday ..11 

| Friday ....12.. App. mtns. & apps. 
Monday ....35 

| Tnesday....16 , 

| Wednewlay..17 Appeals. 

| Toursday ..i6 

) Friday ....19,.App.satns. & apps. 


s 


apps. 


| Monday,July | 
oceasion to have money paid to them out of the Bank, or La ne cog 
| Thursday .. sf 
| Friday 
Saturday .. of as 





i ‘ sell 
| Priday...++. 5..App. mtns, &apps. | patie Mite 


Wednesday .24 

Thursday ..25. 

Friday......26,.App.mtns,& apps 

N.B.—Such days as his Lordship 
shall be engaged in the House 
of Lords are excepted. 


Monday ....22 
Tuesday... a Appeals. 


LORDS JUSTICES. 
Lincoln’s Inn, 


Wed., June 19..Appeals. 

Thursday ..20..Bkt. apps. & apps. 
Friday .,..21..App.mtns. & apps. 
favo. in lunacy 


Saturday ..224 app. petitions, & 
appeals, 
Monday ....24 
Tuesday ....25 
Wednesday .26 
Thursday ..27..Bkt. apps. & apps. 
Friday ....28.. App. mtns.& apps. 
Petns. in lunacy, 
. petns., and 
appeals. 


Appeals. 


Saturday ..29 


Monday,July 1 

Tuesday .... 2| 

Wednesday. . 3 

Thursday .. 4..Bkt.apps. & apps. 

Friday .... 5,.App. mtns. & apps. 
Petns. in lunacy, 

Saturday .. 64 appeal petitions, & 
appeals, 


Appeals. 


Monday .... 8) 

fuesday.... 97 Appeals. 

Wednesday "109 

Thursday ..11..Bkt. apps. & apps. 

Friday ....12..App. mtns.& apps. 
Petns. in lunacy, 

Saturday 13 fap petns., and 


appeals. 
Monday ....15 
Tuesday ....16 > Appeals. 
Wednesday .17 
Thursday ..18,.Bkt. apps. & apps. 
Friday ....19.. App. mtns.& apps. 
Pewtns. in lunacy, 
Saturday +20} ap petns., aud 
appeals, 
Monday ....22 
Tuesday ....23 > Appeals. 
Wednesday .24 
Thursday ..25.,Bkt. apps. & apps. 
Friday......26,.App. mins. & apps, 
Petns. in lunacy, 
Saturday ..27 { app. 
appeals. 
Norice.—The days (if any) on 
which the Lords Justices shal! be 
engaged iu the Full Court or at 
the Judicial Committee of the 
Privy Council, are excepted. 


MASTER OF THE ROLLS. 
Chancery-lane. 


The First Seal.— 
Wed., June 19 { Mtns. & gen. pa. 
Faareday +21 { General paper. 

Petns., sht. caus., 
Saturday ..22 {ai sums., and 

general paper. 
Monday ....24 


Tuesday ....2 { General paper. 
Wednesday .26 
TheSecondSeal.— 
Mtns. & gen. pa. 
Friday......28..General paper. 
Petns., slit. causes, 
Saturday ..29 {es sums., and 
general paper. 





General paper. 
Wednesday . 3 
The Third Seal.— | 
Mtns & gen. pa. 
coos 5..General paper. 

Ptns., sht. caus., | 
sums., and | 
general paper. 


| Monday .... 8 | 
| 


Tuesday .... 9 2 General paper. 
Wednesday .10 | 
The FourthSeal.— | 
Motns. & gen. pa. 
Friday......12,,General paper. | 
Petns., sht. caus., 


| Saturday sia a sums., and | 


| Thursday wos f 


gen. pa. 
Monday ooo lS ' 
Tuesday ....16 7 General paper, 
Weduesday 75 
The Fifth Seal.— 
(Mtns. & gen, pa. 
Friday ....19,,General paper, 


| Saturday 27 { 


Petns., sht. causes’ 
Saturday ..20{ adj. sums., an@ 
general paper. 
Hovtay soeeee 
uesday ....23 
Wednesday .24 General paper. 


Thursday ..25 
‘ The Sixth Seal._— 
Friday......26 Mins. & gen. pa. 
: maining mtns. 
Saturday ..27 from adj.sums, 
N.B.—At the Sittings after Trinity 
Term, the Master of the Rolls 
will hear further considerations 
in priority to original causes, 
until those set down before the 
21st June have been disposed ef, 
after which the Master of the 
Rolls will hear further considera- 
tions on every Monday during 
the sitting of the Court, but will 
not hear causes after the last Seai. 
His Lordship will sit until the 
remaining motions, and petitions, 
and adjuurned summonses shal! 
have been disposed of, 
N.B.—Unopposed petitions must be 
presented and copies left with the 
Secretary, on or before the 
Thursday preceding the Saturday 
on which it is intended they 
should be heard; and any causes 
intended to be heard as short 
causes must be so marked at 
least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to 
be so heard. 


V.C. Sin RICHARD MALINS. 
Lincoln’s Inn. 


The First Seal.— 
Wed., June 19 Mtns. & gen. pa 
Thursday ..20..General paper. 
Friday Mee ge ae 

Sht. causes, j- 
Saturday ..22 sums., & gen. pa. 
Monday ....2 


Tuesday ... Eo f General paper. 


Wednesday | on Pomme 
e Second Seal.— 
Tharsday --27) vitns. & gen. pa. 
Friday ....28,.Petns. & gen. pa. 
Sht. causes; adj, 
Saturday ..29 sums., & ge = pa. 
Monday, July 1 


Tuesday.... 2 > General paper. 


Wednesday.. 3 : 
The Third Seal.— 
Thursday .. 4 tates. & gen. pa. 
Friday .... 5,.Petns. & gen. pa 
Short causes, adj. 
Saturday .. 6 non & gen. pa. 
Monday ---. 8 


Tuesday .... | General paper. 
Wednesday .10 
The FourthSeal.— 


Thursday ..11 Mtns. & gen. pa. 

Friday ....12..Petns. & gen. - 
Short causes, adj. 

Saturday ..13 ood & gen. pa. 

Monday ....15 

Tuesday....16 } General paper. 


Wednesday 17 sai ‘ellen thiek 
The Fife _ 

Thursday ..18 { Mtns. & gen. pa. 

Friday ....19..Petns. & gen. pa. 


= on ) Sht. causes, aj. 
Saturday ..20 pene & gen. pt. 
Monday ....22 


Tuesday ....23 
Wednesday .24 
Thursday ..25 


Friday ....26 


General paper. 


The Sixth Seal.— 

Motions. 

Remaining mtns., 

petns, & adj. sums, 

N.B.—At the sittings after TrinitY 
‘erm, the Vice-Chancellor wil! 
hear further considerations in 
priority to oriyinal causes. 
Any causes intended to be 
heard as short causes must be 
so marked at least one clear day 
before the same can be put in the 
paper to be so heard. 


V. C. Sin JAMES BACON, 
Lincojn’s Inn, 
‘ The First Seal.— 
see 9 { Mtns, & ad). sums 
b oD 
Friday. .7.21 § General paper. 


Vetns., sht, caus. 
Saturday ..22 & general paper. . 
Monday ....24,.1n Bankrupucy. 
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Tuesday ....25 
Wednesday 3} General paper. 
97 The Second Seal.— 

Thursday --27 ) yiens. . adj. sums, 

«e+e28~-Gener al paper. 
_— 99 Ptns., sht, caus., 
Saturday ++29) & general paper, 
Monday,July 1..In Bankruptcy. 
Tuesday .-+- 2} General paper. 


nesday . 3 
we , 4 The Third Seal.— 
Thursday -- 4) Mens, & adj. sums. 
di seoe 5. General paper. 
paney 6 Petns., sht. caus., 
Saturday ++ ©) & general paper. 
Monday .... 8..In Bankruptcy. 


Tuesday..+- 9! General paper. 


day .10 
—* The FourthSeal.— | 
Thursday --11 ) \fens, & adj. sums. 
Friday .....12..General paper. 
d. 13 Petns., sht. caus. 
Saturday .. & gen. pa. 
Monday .-..15..In Bankruptcy. 


Tuesday --»+16} General paper. 


Wednesday. .17 hss Seen tnt 
e Fifth Seal.— 
Thursday --18 } ving. & adj. sums, 
Friday ....19..General paper. 
Ptns., sht. caus., 
Saturday -.20 {and general paper. | 
Monday ...22..In Bankruptcy. 
Tuesday ....23 
Wednesday .24 > General paper. 


Thursday ..25 Ne 
. e Sixth Seal.— 
Friday......26 {iitos & adj. sums. | 
P Remaining mtns., | 
Saturday ..27 come &jadj.sums’ | 
N.B.—At these sittings the Vice- | 
Chancellor will hear further con- | 
siderations in priority to original | 
causes. Any causesintended tobe | 
heard as short causes must be so | 
marked at least one clear day be | 
fore the same can be put in the | 
paper to be so heard, and the pro- 
per papers be left with the Vice- 
Chancellor’s Officer on the day 
before the cause cemes into the 
heard. 





| 
| 








V.C. Sin JOHN WICKENS. 
* Lincoln's Inn. 
The First Seal.— 
Wed., June 19 Mtns. & gen. pa. 
Thursday ..20..General rt 
: Pets., adj. sums. 
Friday ....21 Ryan pa. ’ 
Sht. caus., adj. 


Friday .... 5 


Monday ....24 
Tuesday ....25 > General paper. 
Wednesday .26 ee 
e Second Seal.— 
Thursday ..27 { Motions & pen pa. 
Friday ....28 { —— td sums., 
Sht. caus., adj. 
Saturday ..29 onal & gen. pa. 
Monday,July 1 
Tuesday .... 2? General paper. 
3 


Wednesday . wed Thine’ Beal 

e Third Seal.— 
Thursday .. 4 { Mtns. & gen. pa. ~ 
Petns., adj. sums., 
& general paper. 
Short causes, adj. 
Saturday -- 6} sums. & gen. pa. 
Monday .... 8 
Tuesday .... 9 > General paper, 


Wednesday 1 Sake 
e Fourth Seal.— 
Thursday ..11 { Mtns. & gen. pa. 
12 Petns., adj, sums.,, 
—— afid gen. pa. 
Sht. caus., adj. 
Saturday ..13 sell & gen. pa 
Monday ....15 | 
Tuesday ....16 General paper. 


Wednesday .17 tien Bia Sd 
he Fifth Seal.— 
Thursday ..18 | Mtns. & gen. pa. 
‘at, Petns., adj. sums. 
Friday.....619 { Pet a 
Short caus., adj. 
Saturday ..20 ra & gen. th 
Monday ....22 
Tuesday 23 
Wednesday. 24 
Thursday ..25 Seal 
; The Sixth Seal.— 
Friday ....26 } sattons. 

, . (Remaining mtns. 
Saturday ..27 3 petns. 
N.B.—At the sittings after Trinity 

Term and immediately after the 
First Seal, the Vice-Chancellor 
will hear further considerations 
in priority to original causes. 
Any causes intended to be heard 
as short causes must be so 








Friday 


General paper. 


fore the same can be put in the 
paper to be so heard. 


No cause, motion for decree, or 
further consideration, except by 


marked at least one clear day be- | 


Read v Markcrow m for dec. 
restored by order 

Addison vCox m d, restored 
by order (July 2) 

Marchant v Davies c ” 

Miller v Miller md _ wits. 
before examiner (V.C.W.) 

Roupell v. Rees md wits. 
before examr 

North Staffordshire Railway 
Co. v Tunstall Local Board 
of Health md (June 28) 

Stemp v Wadwell oc, wits 
—YV.C.W. (day to be fixed) 

Festiniog Slate Quarry Co., 
(Limited) v Festiniog Ry. 


Co., cause set down atrequest 


of defendant Co.—V.C.M. 
Candy v Candy md.—V.C.M. 
(June 26) 


Viscount Valentia v Denton 


V.C.W. (June 21) 


Wilcox & Gibbs’ Sewing Ma- 
m 4d, 


order—V.C. W. 


chine Co. v Wilson 


v Riley cc, 
V.C.M. (June 20) 
Clowes v Hogg oc, 


(V.C.M.) day to be fixed 


(July 3) 
Graham v Burgess md 


Ward v Booth md 


fesso 
Evans v Bear c 
Munt vGlynes md 
Elwes v Elwes spe 
Waite v Littlewood spec 
Nicholson v Nicholson md 
Richards v Robinson md 


from V.C.B. by order) 
Howson v Trant c 
Jones v Ogle ¢ 


(not before June 27) 





order of the Court, may be 
marked to stand over ifit shall be 
within twelve of the last cause or 
matter in the printed paper of 





Saturday ..22 hen & gen. pa. 


the day for hearing. 





CAUSE LIST. 
Trinity Term, 1872. 
Before the Lornp CHANCELLOR and Lorps Justices. 
Appeals, 


1871. 
Boyd'v Petrie pt hd (20 
April) R.—6 March, 1871 


1872. 

Preston v The Mayor, &c., of 
the Borough of Great Yar- 
mouth B.—14 March 

Gray v Seckham 86,— 26 
March 

Heasman v Pearse appl. of 
Olive Jupp & ors.—M.— 
April 13 

Johnstone v Hamilton appl. 
of plaintiff S.—May 2, 1866, 
Attorney-Gen. v Johnstone 
¢, April 13, 1872 

Swarbrick v Learoyd R.— 
April 15 

Beattio v Lord Ebury B,— 
April 24 

Meinhertzhagon v Walters B. 
—May 3 


Arcedeckne v Lord Howard 
M.—May 8 

Hext v Gill W.—May 8 

Holmes v Symons W.—May 9 

Robey & Cv.’s Perseverance 
Ironworks vy Ollier R.— 
May 10 

Kimber v Barber R.—May 16 

Arcedeckne v Lord Howard 
M.—May 21 

Joyce v Rawlins R.—May 22 

Higinbotham v Hawkins B. 
—May 24, 

Hutchinson v Metropolitan 
District Ry Co. W—May 25 

Thorpe v Thorpe B—May 28 

Budge v Gummow B—May29 

Simpson v Ingleby, Simpson v 
Bourne M—June 3 

Alexander vy Camphell B— 
June 8 

Merry v Nickalls B—June 12 


Before the MASTER OF THE Rous, 
Causes, Se. 


Procter v Greeg 0, wits, pt hd 
Sabin v Holyman md, pt hd _ fixed) 
—VCM 


Clarke v Tanner fc, and 2 
_ to vary pt hd 


Ward v Lawson dem 


Hay v Bates ¢, wits (day to bo 


Neel v Fluker oc, wits, 
(V.C.B.) day to be fixed 


(Juno Littlewood vy Ownsworth m. 


for dee 
Small vPratt f © (July 1) 


Walshe v Young md 
Cremer v Norton md 


to vary (June 20) 
Thompson v Robinson md 
Hart v Shaw md 


ronet md 
Venn v Cattell 

before examr) 
Paul v Farquhar, Bart. md 
Wason v Davidson spc 
Price vy Gwynn m 

exmn. in court by order 


Rayner v Koehler plea 


by order, S.0.) 


hd (June 20) 
Davis v Clark m d 


26 
Pitt v Pitt fe 
Giacometti v Prodgers md 


reserved 


to vary 


Court 
Thornhill v Burrell fe 
Dugdale ij Dugdale fo 
Baker v Loader 
in Packham v 





v Pollock fo 


wits.— 
wits— 


Pitcher v Symes c, with wits 


Marshall (pauper) v Hale m d 


Evens v Ledward c, pro con- 


Goold v Abell m d (transferred 


Wakefield v Cruikshank m d 


| Boyes v Foulkes fc & sums. 


Winterbotham v Foster, Ba- 


m d (wits 


» cross- 


Church v Tamvaco m d (wits 


Armstrong v Holmes md pt Whittington Life 


Russell v Dickson ¢ wits (June 


The Metropolitan Board of 
Works v Sant f ¢ on equity 


Scotson v Robinson f ¢ & sumn 


Armitage v Armitage case on 
appl from Yorkshire County 


¢, and motn, 

Rastrick 
(with wits), day to be fixed 

In re C. Webb's Estate, Webb 


Illingworth v Fowler md 

Redfern v Bank of New South 
Wales c 

Burton v Waller c, with wits 
(day to be fixed) 

Barnes v Barnes fc (S.O., to 
present a petn) 

Fussell vy Dowding md 

Turner v Hudson fc 

In re Burden’s Estate, and 
Sendall v Blandy fc 

Hendrie v Lea Bridge District 
Gas Light and Coke Co. 
(Limited) 1870—H.—206 

Hendrie v Same Co. c (1871— 

235 


Peak v Hilton f c (June 20) 
Monsell v Armstrong md 
Pearce v Fawcett fc 
Ambler v Bolton c, with wits 
(day to be fixed) 
Jordan v Walker md 
Smith v Nutt md 
Young v Cumming c 
Maughan v Stroud md (June 
20) 
Raven v Axam_ m d (short) 
Jones v Bayley fe 
Baker v Platt fc (short) 
Gibson v Gamble md 
Church v Champion md 
Blackburn v Prodgers fe 
Lloyd v Roberts c with wits 
(day to be fixed) 
Samson v Cowell md 
Rowland v Briedenbach c 
In re Butler's Estate, Poole v 
Answell, In re Butler’s Es- 
tate, Butler v Ansell, Butler 
v Ansell fe 
Johnson v Gamble md (not 
before July 1 
Crossby v Crossby f ¢ 
Masterman v Brutton m d 
(short) 
Barnard v Barnard fc (short) 
Trevor v Campbell fc 
Durant v Shearly md 
Shearly v Durant md 
Kennard v Kennard md 
Ball v Ray md 
Stevenson v Marriott fc (short) 
Cobbett v Seed m d (short) 
Spiking v Gainsford fe 
White v Huggins md (wits 
before examiner) 
Dixon v Dixon fe 
Mayne v Sweetman m d 
Langdon v Combes m ad 
Smith v Parker fc 
Miller v Crockett m d 
Barker v Plimsaul f ¢ 
Dalton v Quarrel sp c 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir RtcHarD MALINs. 
Causes, §c. 
Price v Hutchison c, pt hd. Inre John Wharton's Estate, 


Wharton v Wharton fe 

Shove v Smith fe 

Hussey v Tweed spe 

Assurance 
Co. v General Provincial 
Life Assurance Co. (Limitd.) 
m d= (retransferred from 
M.R., by order) 

Sharp v Sharp fe 

Martineau v Mathieu fe & 
sumns to vary 

Williams v Williams (1868.— 
W.—26) fe 

Booth v Hutchinson case on ap 
from Knaresborough County 
Court 

Lloyd v Lloyd 
vary 

Gowan vy Broughton fe 

Litler v Whitehead feand 2 
sums 

Lariviere v Frear m d 

Hale v Stockwell m d & petn. 
in Morris v Adams, by order 

Halev Hale fo 


fe & sums to 
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In re Peacock’s Estate, Owen —_ ri Adams (1871—A.— 
11) 


v Peacock sc 

Francis v Francis fe 

Peplow v Seabrook m d (re- 
transferred from V.C.B., by 


order) 

Appleyard v Walker fc 

Boyle v Smythe spe 

City Discount Co. (Limited & 
reduced) v Cooper c, with 
wits (retransferred from 
V.C.B., by order) day to be 

ed 


fix 

Buckland v Haverfield  f c 

Hill v Wilson c, with wits 
(day to be fixed) 

White v King, White v Birch 
fc (short) 

Symonds v Berry, Symonds v 
“Spicer fc 

Willson v Willson fc and 
sums 

Sidney v Sidney c, with wits 
(day to be fixed) 

Williams v Oulton md 

Lloyd v Pughe fe & sums to 


vary 
In re E. W. Lloyd's Estate 
Evans v Pughe fe 
Royal Exchangs Assurance 
Corporation v Cruttwell c 
Thomas v Evans ec 
Smith v Lester md 
Parker (R.P.O.) v Lewis c 
with wits (day to be fixed) 
Almond v Fry md 
Charlwood v Cornelius c with 
witns (day to be fixed) 
Gregory v Gregory m for d 
Davies v Woodward m ford 
Wood v Roberts fc 
Mosenthal v Mosenthal sp c 
In re Merehant’s Estate and 
Scholefield v Bennett fc & 
sums to vary 
Smith v Bulle md 
Hale v Adams fc & sums to 
vary 
Buchan v Cadell c, with wits 
(day to be fixed) 
Lawrence v Cox md 
Imray v Armstrong ec, set 
down by defendants 
Goose v Bedford m d, wits 
before examr 
Drake v Trail md 
Phipps v Phipps md 
Lumley v Timms c 
Walker v Walker m d (1876) 
—W.—s9 
Travers v Travers fc 
Henshall v Fereday md 
British & American Telegraph 
Co. (Limited) v Colquhoun, 
Bart m d, wits before 
€xXamr 
Broster v Jones 
to vary 
Stephenson v Stephenson md 
Stead v Hardaker fc 


f c & sums 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Str James Bacon. 
Causes, &e. 


. tion ¥ Moojen ¢, pt hd 
itt v Corcoran m d, wits 
bi 4 examr 

Blome v Cotton fe & sums to 
vary 

Farren v Farren md 

Trumper v Trumper md 

Cook vy Cook md (restored by 
ca 

Lippard v Ricketts 
revive a ) 


f c (suit 


~~ [ees transferred from the Books of the Vice-Chancellora Sir 


Martins and Sir J. Wicxe 
B. aowis v¥ Adams 
Howes v Mace 


md VCM 


Marshall v Threadgold md VO 
VCw 
Cathbert v Edenborough c, wits VC W. 


Welland vy Simon md 


¢, wits VCM 


Trade Auxiliary Co. (Limited) 
v Vickers m 
Foljambe v Bramley fc 
Painter v Turner f ¢ 
Smalley v Underwood c 
Roe v Peat fe 
Wright v Gabriel m1 
Mannox v Greener fc & sums 
to vary 
Barling v Marsh fc 
Cooper v Cooper md 
Piercey v Fynney cc, with 
wits (day to be fixed) 
Stokes v Jennings md 
Richardson vCamp md 
Lewin v Lewin fc 
Denny v Morris md 
Colin v Proust md 
Smart v Walsh spe 
Smart v Bremner sp c 
Jones v Thomas m d (short) 
Hammond v Adamson md 
Garmeson v Sharrod, In re 
John Garmeson’s "Estate, 
Garmeson v Sharrob fc 
McGarel v Moon m d 
Patrick ¥ Gye md 
Cotterell v Stratton fe & sums 
to vary 
Darnill v Sidney md 
Way v Elmer c 
Brooks, pauper v Webber c 
Henrich v Henshaw md 
Fison v Packard md 
Earl of Cardigan v Deane fc 
Goatly v Healy m d 
Goodwin v Bull md (retrans- 
ferred from V.C. Bacon, by 
order 
Masterman vy Chapman md 
Bide v Harrison spe 
Ingoldby v Riley md 
Scott v Cumberland fc 
Sellersv Darke fe 
Hay v Huggins md 
W ae v ——— fe &sums 


Riley v Y Mallard md 

Millward v The Redditch Local 
Board of Health md 

In re Catherine Selby’s Estate, 
Simpson v Parr fc 

Spedding v Butler fe 

Brown v Brown md (short) 

Whitmore v Freeman m 
(short) 

Gray v Rowe fe 

Ashby v Sedgwick case on ap- 
peal from Watford County 
Court 

Smith v Matthews c 

Spiller v Spiller fc 

Spiller v White fc 

Marten v Bird md 

Thorpe v Hosford c 

Parker v Parker md 

Lonignotto v Morss md 

Finch v Finch m d 


thodes v Vallance c, with 
wits (day to be fixed) 

Southampton Dock Co. v 
Seuthampton Harbour and 
Pier Board md 

Pender v Fox c, with wits 

Johns v Savin md 

Hon. R. C. Herbert v Carew c 

— v Hon. R. C. Herbert 
ma 


x8, by Order Ist May, 1872. 


iM 


Wellock v Ostle md VCW 
Walker v French md VC a 
Churchill v Clark md VCW 
Walker v Walker md VCM (1871)—W.—211) 
Ellis v Ward c, wits V CM 

Bell v Barnett c, wits VC M 
Rowett v Fenwick c VCW 
Hutchins v Sanderson md VC W 
Kilvington v Parker md VC W 
Day v Day md VCW 

> 0 vy Foulds md VCW 
Williams v Poole mdwits VC W 
Ludman v Grectham md VCM 
Pilcher v Arden md VCM 

Owen v Delamere c, wits V CM 
Berkley v Berkley md VC W 
Arnould v Grinstead md VC M 
Yates v University College, London md VC W 
Chichester v Woulds md VCM 
Smith v Gardner V CM 

Gardner v Smith c, wits V CM 
Clare v Sutton md VCW 
Roberts v Sabine md VCW 
Wren v Tippett md VCW 
Brooke v Robinson md VC W 


Coverdale vy Eastwood m 
Sobey v Sobey md VCM 


Treen v Beachey 


Hook v Foxmd VCM 


London & North Western Ry 
Co. v Greenbank Alkali Co. 
(Limited) md 

Jakeman v Warner fc (July 4) 








Lee v Sankey, Ginger v Sankey 
md 


Fairbrain v Lay c 


| Smith vLay c 


Robinson v Pearson md 


| Whittington v Davies fe 
| Galsworthy v Galsworthy fc 


(short) 
Noble v Willock md 
Price vy White re-hearing 


Bettinson v Metropolitan Ry. My 


md VCW 
M 


Macdermott v Williams md VCW 
Hitchcock v Hitchcock md VC W 
md VCW 
Healey v Healey md VC W 


Mawhood v Morley md VC W (abated) 
End of Transfer. 
Causes set down since the transfer. 


Guylee v Guylee fe 

Brunel v Brunel fc 

D’Arcy v Whittaker fe 

Twycross v Twycross md 

Benson v Forrest fc 

Highett vDampier fe (short) 

Dixon v Dixon md 

Taylor v Langley m d (short) 

Lewis v Elliott m g Paes 

Wright v W: a? md 

Aspin v Rose fe 

Earl of Essex v Hartfield & St. 
Alban’s Ry Co. fc 


Before the Vice-Chancellor WicKENS. 
Causes, $c. 


| Hawkins v Hawkins demr 
| Whitehead v Hill demr 


Earl of Dudley v Gye m d 
wit before exmr 

J. Mitchell & Co. (Limited) v 
Great Northern Ry. Co. c, 
with wits 

Taylor v Taylor c, wit before 
special exmr 

In re Stevenson, Stevenson v 
Stevenson fc & sums pt hd 

Gay v Maggi md 

Block vy Archer fc 

Manser v Manser ¢ 

Brassey v The St. Thomas’s 
Floating Dock Company 
(Limited) Leather v Same 
¢ witns, pt hd 

ro mv The Tendring Hun- 

Ry Co fe & petn 

Dabree v Nicholson c 

Attorney-General v Tottenham 
Local Board of Health md 

Robinson v Wood f c (July 10) 

Ashmore v Johnson m d 

Creigh v Fenwick fc & sumns 

Wriford v Glubb, Wriford v 
Wriford fc & sumns 

Dadds v Jefferys md 

Dadds v Collard md & sums 

Morrish v Keele md 

Hollist v Simpson fc 
jacon v Potts c (June 25) 

Ward v Alexander md 

Ingham v Ingham fc & sums 

Stock v McAvoy f ¢ & sumns 

Sell v Wilkinson md 

Foster v Foster spe 


Inglis v Pasco c¢ 
Hamilton v Carmichael sp c 
Cornick vy Allen md 
— Aylesford v Morris 
m 
Husey v Cunningham s c¢ 
Pigott v Pigott sc 
Saunders v Bettyes md 
Ferguson v Gibson fc 
Browne v Collins f c& 2sums 
Marquess of Salisbury v Me- 
on Board of Works 


Binney vFeldtman md 

Laing v Gover md 

Palmer v Hackney District 
Board of Works md 

Pickles v Pickles md 

Cavender v Bulteel md 

Kennedy v Wakefield f c¢ 

Bullocke v Bullocke md 

Pigott v Pigott md 

Eyre v Holmes md 

Gee v Mahood c 

Harris v Barrett md 

— vy Wheatcroft m d 


Braff. v Cobbold rehearing of 
m 

Bass v Adams fc & sums 

Saegert v Ferrier md 

Stevenson v Hill md 

Tubbs v Martin fc 

Bishop v Blair fc 

Ditchfield v Diggle o 

London, “4 & Mediter- 
rancan Bank (Limited) v 
Narraway md 





re en, eee — ee ee Boo! 


 s 


a 








June 22,1872, THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & KEPORTER. 





647 








wis v Harris md 

Moulden v Blackburn c 

Blackborne v Blackborne fc 

Brown v Glover, Brown v 
Glover fc 

Raishley v Swyer m d 

Baker v Parson md 

Cadett v Earle md 

Feather v Feather md 

King v Dixon c¢ 

Maitre v Stead trial before 
the Court without a jury 

Charrington v Dick fc 

Bartrum v Pulley fc 

Croudace v Harle md 

Synge v Synge sp c 

Went v Hughes fc 

Nutting v “Vhomas 
wits 

Hall v Precious c, with wits 

Roscoe v New Dale Mine, 
(Limited) m d 

Langley v Browne fc 1868. 


ec, with 


Langley v Browne fe 1868. 

Schroeder v Meiss ec 

Wright v Goodwin md 

Coulson v Tyrrall fe 

Hume v Hume md 

Midland Ry. Co. v_ Great 
Western Ry. Co. mad 

Union Bank of Manchester 
(Limited) v Clayton ec 

Stott v Fladgate fc 


—, te 


Jones v Finlay , wits 
Hollis v Parker md 
Beech v Thornycroft m d 
Hall v Andrews fc 

Swift v Swift md 

Baring v Kynaston md 


Pryse v Pryse spc 


Blackman v Cornish md 


md - 
Williams v Tasker md 
Jenner v Cooper md w 


fore exmr 


Rowland v Bingley fe 
Crouch v Thomas m d 
Pritchard v Collette c, wits 
Collette v Pritchard c, wits 


Russell v Palmer md 


Wescombe v Morris 


Amery v Matthews n 
Crozier v Crozier spe 
Comley v Bowers 
Hotham v 


Candy v Candy fe 


Dashwood v Hope m d 


The London, Bombay a 


diterranean Bank (Limitd). v 
The Indian, Peninsula, Lon- 


don and China Ba 

mited) md 
Blandford v De Castro 
Wellesley v Earl 


md 

Cross v Hill fe 
Davies v Roberts 
Dobree v Waters 
Shaw v Addis c¢ 
Williams v Williams 
Jemmett v Allen m d 
Barton v Barton m d 
Spievy v Kaye fc 


md 


Sanders v Drousart md 


Fereday v Taylor fc 


Laurie, R. P. 
Bank of London v 
m d 


Stevens v Mid-Hants Ry Co- 


sp c 
Newmarch v Harrison c 


md- 
-Swithinbank md 


de la Warr 


md 


O. of Union 





Money MARKET AND City INTELLIGrNGR. 

Railway Stocks made an advance this week, but became 
dull on realisation, though the prices still held rather firm. 
Consols have fluctuated. The Bank rate has been again 
lowered, viz., from 3} to 3 per cent., to the improvement of 
all the markets, especially the foreign market. 

Messrs. Grant, Brothers & Co. notify that the Definitive 
Bonds of the City of Quebec Six per Cent. Sterling Con- 
solidated Fund Loan will be exchanged for the Scrip Cer- 
tificates, fully paid up, on and after Monday next, the 24th 
inst.; also that the Coupon, No. 1, due lst July, will be 
paid on and after that date. 


its be- 


nd 








Sir William Alexander, Bart., Attorney-General to the 
Prince of Wales, is seriously indisposed. 

« Mr. Richard Nathaniel Philipps, J.P., Barrister-at-Law, 
and Recorder of Pontefract, has received the degree of 
LL.D. from the University of Cambridge. 

Sir Daniel Brooke Robertson, C.B., her Majesty’s Consul 
at Canton, who recently received the honour of knighthood, 
was called to the Bar at Lincoln’s-inn on the 16th June, 
1840, and formerly practised at the Chancery Bar. 

Trswicu.-—Mr. John Mill, who was for several years 
clerk to the late Mr. Eleazar Lawranee, solicitor, and clerk 
to the Ipswich magistrates, and who has since Mr. Law- 
rance’s death been clerk to Mr. John Oxford, jun., who 
succeeded Mr. Lawrance in the magistrates’ clerkship, has 
received under the hand of the Right Hon. Sir FitzRoy 
Kelly, Lord Chief Baron of the Court of Exchequer, his 
Lordship’s fiat dispensing with the preliminary examination, 
Mr. Mill being about to enter into articles with a view to 
‘practise as an attorney and solicitor. The fiat was issued 
on the representations made to the Lord Chief Baron by 
some of the solicitors of the town, the counsel on the 


nd Me- 


nk (Li- 


md 


fe 


Binns 


Cross v Crouch md 
Bernhardt v Galsworthy fc | Norfolk Circuit, and the magistrates of the county and 
Corbet, Bartv Humphrys md | borough, that the power of dispensation’ might in Mr. 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS, 
Last Quotation, June 21, 1872. 


3 per Cent. Consols, 925 
Ditto for Account, July 4, 923 
3 per Cent. Reduced 924 
New 3 per Cent., 91 

Do, 34 perCent., Jan, "44 
D>. 24 per Cont., Jan. "94 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’73 


| 
| 
Annuities, Jan, 780 — \ 


Annuities, April, ’85 
Do. (Red Sea T.) Ang, 1908 
Ex Bills, £1000, — per Ct. 1 pm 


Ditto, £500, Do —l pm 


| Ditto, £100 's £200, —1 pm 


Bank o Bugland Stoen 
Ct. (last half-vear) 244 
Ditto for Account, 


INDIAN 


(india Stk., 104 p Ct.Apr.'74, 206 
Dittofor Account. — 

Ditto Sper Cent.,July,"80 109} 

Ditto for Account,.— 

Ditto 4 perCeat., Oct. 88 1045 
Ditto, ditto, Uertificates, - 


Ditto Enfaced Ppr. per Cent. 96} Ditto, ditto, under £100 


GOVERNMENT SECURITIES, 
| Ind, Enf.Pr.,5 pC.,Jan.’72 


Ditto,54per Cent., May,’ 

Ditto Debentures, per 
April,’64— 

Do.Vo,5 perCent.,Au 
| Do. Bonds, 4por Ct., £1 


RAILWAY 


| Rai ways. 





STOCK. 


Pata. Closing Prices. 


Mill’s case be fitly and properly exercised. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATAS. 









BIRTHS. 
Bartye—On June 15, at 65, Queen’s-gardens, Hyde-park, the 
wife of Richard Battye, Esq., barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 


Locock-—On June 20, at 9, Cambridge-square, the wife of 
Charles Brodie Locock, Esq., barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 

Moore—On June 18, at Talbot Lodge, Tatterdown, Hornsey, 
the wife of Robert Moore, solicitor, of a son. 

OxLtEy—On June 17, at Grove-hill, Woodford, Essex, the wife 
of Fredk. Oxley, solicitor, of a rth sy 

SmitH—On June 17, at Surbiton, the wife of E. T. Smith, 
Esq., barrister-at-law, of a son. 

SmirH—On May 20, at Kingston, Jamaica, the wife of Sir 
John Lucie Smith, C. M.G., Chief Justice of Jamaica, of a 


» 43 per 





+79 1043 daughter . 
Cent., MARRIAGES. 
Haicu—McKenzie—On June 18, at Christ’s Church, Ealing, 
a. 73:10 William Haigh, Esq., solicitor, King-street, Cheapside, 
London, and Bournside, Bexley, Kent, to Mary Ann, daughter 


of James McKenzie, Esq., W arden V illas, Uxbridge-road, 
Ealing. 
DEATHS. 
GoopMan—On June 8, at Brighton, Thomas Goodman, of 185, 
Camden-road, N.W., barrister-at-law, of the Middle Te mple, 
and Clerk of Indictments on the Norfolk Circuit, aged 32. 

















































pase Bristol and EEXCU€E soe son “ ; 100 7 Jzz—On June 17, at No. 18, Great Ormond-street, Queen- 
Stock’ Giasgow and South-Western... sea 100 | 133 square, Mr. Thomas Jee, of No. 45, F enchurch-street, soli- 
Stock Great Eastern Ordinary Stock 100 | 524 citor, aged 28 
Stock’ Great Northern .........+6 eoecsee 100 1404 
Stock; Do., A Stock ......sce.ssscsssecereeesseeses 100 164g 
Stock Great ‘Southern and Western of ireland 100 115 LONDON GAZETTES. 

Stock’ Great Western—Original.,........ 100 114} 

Stock Lancashire and Yorkshire 100 153 4 . p 
Stock London, Brighton, and South Co. 100 78 Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
erg Hondon, Chatham, and Dover.... 100 26 es June 18, 1872. 

toc ondon and North-Western 100 151 NLIMITSD IN CHANCERY, 

St:ck! London and South Western.... 100 108 Aberdare and Central Wales Junction Railway.—The Master of the 
Stk Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln. Se 100 | Ti Rolls bas, by an order dated June 8, ordered that the above company 
Stock) Metropolitan 100 64 be wound up by this court. Dean and Taylor, New Bridge-st, solici- 
Stk) Do., District cercorcorsersescesserssceeseeseeeee vee] 100 32 tors for the petitioners. 
Stock | Midland 100 1494 Industrial and General Life Assurance aud Deposit Company.—Vice 
Stock! North British ... 100 56 Chancellor Malins has, by an order dated Jane 7, ordered thas the 
Stock) North Eastern... ove 100 170 above company be wound up by this court. Harcourt, King’e-rd, 
Stock) North London 100 | 132 Bedford-row, solicitor for the ——. 

Stock} North eumorfuhice Cehsebsouseshacostnessierssscetadl LOD 7 Limited IN CHANCERY. 
Stock) South Devon ...... *e 100 " Mineral Hill Silver Mines Company (Limited). —Petition for winding up, 
Stock| South-Baste (AAEM: 100 | 1009 presented June 18, directed to be heard before Viee Chancellor Mallns 

on Friday, June 28, Lindo, King’s Arms-yard, solicitors for the peti- 

















* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. has been paid to b. 





tioners, 
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Southsea Beach Mansion Company (Limited).—P etition for winding 
up, presented June 12, directed to be heard before Vice Chancellor 
Malins on June 28, Lewis and Co, Old Jewry, solicitors for the peti - 
tioner. 

Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Tuespay, June 18, 1872. 
Widows’ and Orphans’ Fund Society, White Rose Inn, Norwich. 
une 12 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fatpay, June 14, 1872. 
Haskins, Eliz, Bitton, Gloucester, Widow. July 15, Has kins v Has- 
kins, V.C. Bacon. Atchley, Bristol 
Haskins. Wm, Bitton, Gloucester, Grocer. July 15. Haskins » Has- 
kins, V.C. Bacon. Janeway, Bedford row 
Heath, Edwd, Tiverton. Devon, China Dealer. July 10. Mildon v Mad- 
ford, M.R— Qnick, Tiverton 
Hoyle, Jas, Horrocksford, Lancashire, Yeoman. Julyl. Hoylev Hoyle, 
V.C. Bacon. taldwin. Clitheroe 
King, Geo, Sands End, Fulham, Licensed Victualler. July 8. Parrv 
Foster, 37.R, Kisch, Wellirgton st, Strand 
Loftus, Thos, Landsdowne ra, West Crovdon, Gent. July ll. Crane 
Loftus, V.C. Wickens. Drake & Son. Cloak lane, Cannon st 
Rhodes, John, Ripon, Yor, Solicitor. Jaly 6. McAlpin ¢ Rhodes, V.C. 
Malins. Hayter, Raymond bldgs, Gray's inn 
=. Jane, Plymouth, Devon, Widow. Jan ll, Re Richards, V.C. 
ickens 
Roberts, Edwd Footman, Lpool. July 8. Hill v Parr. Registrar, 
Lpeol District 
Stobbart, Wm, Eastbourne, Durham, Gent. July 14. Ward v Pattison, 
V.C. Malins. Warstell, Northallerton 
Wilson. Jane Lilias Eliz, Upper Porchester st, Hyde pk, Widow. July 
8. Wilson ¢ Wilson, V.C. Wickens. Walker & Martineau, King’s rd 
Wilson, Louisa Ann, Sandbach, Cheshire. July 10. Hodson v Mad- 
dock, V.C. Wickens. Bell & Co, Bow Churck yd Cheapside 


Tvespary, June 18, 1872. 

Abell, Wm, Gloucester, Gent. July 13. Abelly Abell, M.R. Peacock, 
South sq, Gray’s inn 

Bee, Wm, Davenan1 rd, Upper Holloway, Meat Salesman. July 10. 
Holmes e Bee. M.R. Williams, Alfred pl, Bedford sq 

Bird, Frances, Bute House, Hammersmith. Widow. July 13. Strong rv 
Bird, M.R. Mason & Whithal!. Bedford row 

Black, Wm Hy. Mil! yd. Goodman’s fields. July 24. Mitchell e Black 
V.C, Wickens, Potter, King st, Cheapside P 

Callander, Alex Burn, Mincing lane, Corn Factor. July 12. Callander 
e Wren, V.C. Wickens. Wren, Fenchurch st 

Clarke, Ellen, Ashby-de-la-Launde, Lincoln, Spinster. July 8. Clarke 
e¢ Ciarke, V.C Bacon. Stee’, Sleaford 

Ccle, Geo Calverlev, Sevenoaks, Kent, Solicitor. July i0. Stamford v 
Hilton, V.C. Wickens. Abbott & Co, New inn, Strand 

Davis, Thos, St Leonard’s-on-Sea, Sassex, Solicitor. July 6. Nickin- 
son ¢ Davis, V.C. Malins. Nickinson, Chancery Jane 

Earle, Thos, Kingston-upon-Hull, Merchant. July 29. Pearson ve Earle, 
M.R. Urquhart, Staple inn 

Earle, Wm Joel, Kingston-upon-Hull. July 1. Brodrick o Pearson, 
M.R. Urquhart, Stapi¢ ion 

Lewis, Gwynne Orton, Lyttelton, New Zealand, Esq. July il. Mire- 
house r Lewis. V.C. Malins. Aller, Jchn st, Bedford row 

Lord, Louisa, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Widow. July 8. Curtisv Perry, V.C 
Wickens. Waldron, Cardiff 

Siaier, Wm, Lpool, Bootmaker. July 13. Slater e Morritt. Registrar 
Lpool District 

Stenhouse, Thos, East India Avenue, Leadenhall st, Merchant. July 25. 
Hilhouse c Stenhouse, V.C. Bacon, Paine, Gresham house, Old Broad st 


NEXT OF KIN. 
Beacon, Ann, Sheerness, Kent. July 25. Beacon e+ Gorham, V.C- 
Wickens 
Crediters under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Tuespay, June 11, 1872. 
, Tyer’s st, Lambeth, Widow. July 19. Harwood» 
Cannon st 
Hedges, Jas, Pinner, Middx, Farmer. July 18. Stuart & Baly, Gray’s 
inn sq 
Henry, Mary, Bush Hill, Edmonton, Widow. July 10. Marsden, Fri- 
day #t, Cheapside 
l, Ber], Ashwater, Devon, Yeoman. July 27. Gurney & Co, Laun- 
eceston 
Lindsay, Sophia, Compton road, Canonbury, Widow. July 10. Marsden, 


Solano, Asuncion, South America, President. June 29. 
', Essex st, Strand 

Miles, E’iz, Hardwick, Hereford, Widow. Angl. Lloyd, Leominster 

Moreton, Mary, Herbert st, Hoxton. Septi. Brown, Finsbury place 
North 

Mountjoy, Rath, Exeter, Widow. Jnly 10. Huggins, Exeter 

Nash, Alfd, Wicdsor rd, Camberweil, Gent. Aug 4% Tamplin & Co, 
Fener urch «tt 

Notie, Hannah, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Spinater. Ang 10. Ensor, Carcvif 

Parkinacn, Andrew, Woodgates, Lancashire, Yeoman. Aug i. 
Howard & Harriwn, Preaton 

Patterwn, Mary, Seaham Harbour, Durham, Widow. July 26, E‘lis, 
Sander\and 

Perrin, Jas, Myttie at, Hoxton, Silk Dyer, July 22, Angell, Guildha!! 


yard 

potter, Chas, Whalley Range, Lancashire, Esq. July 20. Canliffe & 
Leaf, Manch 

Preece, Thos, Loool rd, Estate Agent. Ang 10. MeMillin, Blooms- 


bary %q 
Sanders, Joe Jeffries Avarne, Hill Kid ware, Stafford, Gent. Ang 31, 
Armishaw, Kage'ey 





Sanderson, Fras, Toft Hill Hall, Drrham, Gent. June 30. Trotter, 
Bishop Auckland 

Sanderson, Margaret, Toft Hill Hall, Durham, Widow. June 30, 
Trotter, Bishop Auckland 

Sharp, Peter, Gt Winchester st bldgs, Comm Merchant. July 25, 
Wootton & Son, Finsbury circus 

Siebe, Augustus, Denmark st, Soho, Engineer. Ang il. Mott, Bed. 
ford row 

Snow, Wm Cyprian, Grimsby, Lincoln, Aug 1. Miller & Smith, 
Salters’ Hall ct, Cannon st 

Spurling, John, Shotley, Suffolk, Farmer. Aug 1. Jackaman & Sons, 
Ipswich 

Stamp, Wm, Exeter, Builder. July 10. Huggins, Exeter 


Faripay, June 14, 1872, 
Barker, Edw4, Newcastle-under-Lyme, Stafford, Innkeeper. Sept 29, 
Litehfield, Neweassle 
Beechey, John, Alvion rd, Stoke Newington. July 11. Jenkinson & Co, 
Corbet et, Gracechurch st 
Booth, Marmaduke Leathley, York, Farmer. July 12. Hartley Otley 
Boyd, Archibald, Westbourne ter, Esq. July i5. Davies & Co, War- 
wick st. Regent st 
Brown, Thos, Maurice, Devon, Tanner. Aug 12, Rooker & Co, Ply- 
mouth 
Bushe, Eliza, Onslow eq, Widow. Aug 17, Wynne & Son, Lincoln’s 
inn fields 
Cremer, Eliza, Castelnau Villa, Barnes, Spinster, July 11. Archer, 
Laurence Pountney lane 
Dugdale, Jennet, Whalley Bridge End, Lancashire, Spinster. Aug 12, 
Hal! & Baldwin, Clitheroe 
Earle, Wm, Sunderland, Durham, Agent, July 12. Lawson, Sunder- 
land 
Edgar, Jonathan, Allonby, Cumberland, Yeoman. Sept 12. Carrick, 
Wigton 
Gardner, Fredk, Little Knight Rider st, Mantle Maker. Aug |. Farrar 
& Farrar, Godliman st. Doctors’ commons 
Gledstines, Hngh Barton, Weymouth, Dorset, Captain. July 31. 
Andrews & Co, Weymouth 
Goddard, Jas, Brightou, Esq. Aug 1. Cunliffe & Beaumont, Chancery 
lane 
Graham, Jas, Marquess of, Mount st, Grosvenor sq. July 15. Davies 
& Co, Warwick st, Regent st 
Grime, Thos, Ticknall, Derby, Gent. July 9. Gamble & Cooke, Derby 
Hawkins, Francis Keene, St Leonard’s-on-Sea, Sussex. Davies & Co, 
Warwick st, Regent st 
Hilditch, Chas, Stafford, Audley, Solicitor. Sept 29. Litchfield, New- 
castle-under-Lyme 
Horne, Susannah, Swinton st, Gray’s inn rd, Spinster. Aug 6. Payne, 
King’s rd, Bedford row 
Humphreys, Thos, Whitehaven, Cumberland, Painter. July 1. Postle- 
thwaite, jan, Whitehaven 
Kav, Robt, Dawlish, Devon, Chemist. Aug17. Pearson & Whidborne, 
Dawlish 
Lewins, Margaret, Southwick, Durham, Spinster. July 12. Lawson, 
Sunderland 
Lyon, Morris, Burton crescent. Aug12. Dale, Furnival’s inn 
Mercer, Jas, Clitheroe, Lancashire, Gent. July 31. Robinson & Sons, 
Clitherce Castle 
Mercer, John, sen, Clitheroe, Lancashire, Cotton Spinner. July 31. 
Robinson & Sons, Clitherve Castle 
Paine, Wm Stace, Gamlingay, Cambridge, Farmer. Aug 16, Chap- 
man, Biggleswade 
Pearson, Wm, Nottingham, House Agent. July 31. Percy & Co, 
Nottingham 
Pearson, Wm Kirkby, Prospect, Lancashire, Gent. Aug 1. Atkinson 
& Co, Whitehaven 
Pulling, Wm, Hereford, Wine Merchant. Augl. Llanwarne, Hereford 
Raine, Thos, Durham, Gent. Ang 13, Maddison, jun, Durham 
Rawlinson, Geo, Stanhooe ter, Licensed Victualler. July 15, Young & 
Co, St Mildred’s ct, Poultry 
Redmayne, Anthony, Morecambe, Lancashire, Innkeeper, Sept |. 
Sharp, Lancaster 
Robdins, John, Gateshead, Durham, Commercial Traveller. July 12, 
Lawson, Sunderland 
Snell, Saml, St. George’s rd, Pimlico, Wine Merchant. July 8. Hop- 
good, Whitehall pl 
Spilling, Charlotte Mary, West Retford, {Notts, Spinster, July 11. 
Marshall & Sons, East Ketford 
Williams, Rev Jas, Liantairynghornwy, Anglesea, Aug 1. How, 
Shrewsbury 
Wiison, Joseph, Longwood, Huddersfield, York, Flock Dealer. Augl. 
Owen, Huddersfield 
Word, Wm, Monkhill House, Pontefract, York, Esq. Oct 1. North & 
Sons, Leeds 
Wright, Thos, Brierley Hill, Stafford, Engineer. June 25. Smith, 
King William st 
Bankrupts. 
Fripay, June 14, 1872. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proots of debts to the Registrar. 
To Sarrender in London, 
Murray, David, Gloncester-st, Pimlico, Builder. Pet May 23. Pepys, 
June 25 at 11.30 
Seoncia, Giovanni Angelo, Cambridge-ter, Notting-hill, Pet May 22 
Hazlitt. Jane 26 at 12 


To Surrender in the Country, 

Haramond, Wm, Southampton, Batcher. Pet June 8. Thorndike. 
Southampton, June 29 at 12 

Parry, Richd, Landore, Glamorgan, Builder. Pet June 6, Morris. 
Swansea, June 24 at 3 

tegen, seen, Charter, Mercer. Pet June 12. Royle, Choster, July 
bat 

Sykes, Edwin, Marsden, York, Innkeeper. Tet June 7. Jones, jun. 
Hadderrfield, June 29 at 11 
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Vodrey, Wm Leveson, Si!verdale, Wolstanton, Stafford, Grocer. 
June 12. Challinor. Hanley, June 26 at 1] 


Pet 


Tusspay, June 18, 1872, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proc‘s of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 


Chndleigh, David’ Augustus, and Hy Daniel, Bishopsgate-st, Timber 
Merchants. Pet June 14. Murray. July 4 atl 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Bottomley, John, Greetland, York, Woollen Manufacturer. Pet June 10 
Rankin. Halifax, June 27 at 10 f 

Browning, Saml, Ebley, Gloucester, Butcher, Pet June 15. Wilton. 
Gloucester, July 6 at 11 

Clarke, Isaac, Ruthin, Denbigh, Bookseller. Pet June 14. Reid. 
Wrexham, July 29 at 12 

Coward, Thos Brears, Knottingley. York, Corn Factor. Pet June 13. 
Mason. Wakefield, July 12 at It 

Forder, Thos, Pembroke Dock, Pembroke, Grocer. Pet June 15. Lloyd. 
Carmarthen, July 3 at 12 

Gosling, Robt, Hadleigh, Suffolk, Innkeeper. Pet June 15. 
Ipswich, June 29 at 1 

Lockey, Jas, Witton, Cheshire, Railway Waggon Manufacturer. 
June 13. Broughton. Nantwich, July 8 at 11 

Middleton, John Wm, Darlington, Durham, Grocer. 
Crosby. Stockton-on-Tees, July | at 11.30 

Parris, Jas Church st, Greenwich, Tailor. 
Greenwich, July 5 at 2 

Tallent, Fras, Bull Bridge, Derby, Miller. Pet June 10. Weller. Derby, 
July 4 at 12 


Grimsey. 
Pet 
Pet June ll. 


Pet June 12. Farnfield. 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay, June 14, 1872 
Fulleger, Hy, Meredith, Kent, Farmer, June 5 
Snelling, Fras, jan, and John Snelling, Huundsditch, Warchouseman. 
June 12 
Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Faipay, June 14, 1872. 
Ackroyd, Danl, Bradford, York, Grocer. June 26 at 10, at offices of 
Hargreaves, Market st, Bradford 
Adamson, Hy Thos, Clarendon rd, Notting hill, Draper. June 27 at 3, 
at 145, Cheapside. Watson, Basinghall st 
Alcock, John, Wardington, Oxford, Baker, July 2 at 10, at offices of 
Kilby & Son, Banbury 
Baker, Hy, Coventry, Warwick, Draper. 
Temple st. Birm 
Banks, Hy, Bohemia, nr Hastings, Sussex, Corn Factor. June 26 at 2, 
at offices of Miller & Miller, Sherborne lane. Savery, Hastings 
Bannock, Thos Hy, St Saviour, Norwich, Linen Draper, June 29 at Il, 
at offices of Winter & Francis, St Giles’s st, Norwich 
Belcher, Jas, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Edge Tool Maker. June 27 at 
12, at offices of Barrow, Queen st, Wolverhampron 
Bradley, Wm, Bemerton, nr Sali-bury, Wilts, Brickmaker. 
2, at the Bull Inn, ‘Fisherton Anger, Salisbury. Dew 
Brumpton, John, Langworth, Lincoln, Publican. June 29 at 11, at 
offices of Page, Silver st, Lincoln. Page & Padley, Market Rasen 
Carrington, John Thos, York, Coal Merchant, June 27 at 12, at offices 
of Mann & Son, New st, York 
Clark, Danl, Hereford, out of business, 
Garrold, Palace yd, Hereford 
Clegg, John, Halifax, York, Cabinet Maker. June 28 at 3, at the Griffin 
Hotel, Hulifax. Rhodes, Halifax 
Clissold, Joseph, Newbury, Berks, Licensed Victualler. 
at the George Hotel, Reading. Cave, Newbury 
Cobbett, Jas Holder, Deptford bridge, Greenwich, Upholsterer. June 
26 at 2, at offices of Dalton & Jessett, St Clement’s House, Clement's 
lane, Lombard st 
Collard, Fredk, Hyde vale, Greenwich, Brewer. 
London st, Greenwich. Smith 
Conn, Jas Troak, Exmouth, Devon, Baker. 
Andrew, Bedford circus, Exeter 
Cornish, Hy Coulson, Penzance, Cornwall, Auctioneer. 
at offices of Trythall, Clarence st, Penzance 
Crowther, Joseph, Rippendon, York, Rag Grinder. June 27 at 3, at 
offices of Thomas, Crossley st, Halifax 
Dalton, Edwd Hy, & Edwd Hulse Willcock, New Windsor, Berks, 
Brewers. July 1 at 3, at offices of Durant, Guildhall chambers 
Eyres, John, Wimborne Minster, Dorset, Innkeeper, June 27 at 11, at 
Laing’s Hotel, Wimborne Minster. Johns, Kingwood 
Farrell, Patrick, Salford, Lancashire, Builder. July 5 at 4, at office of 
Grundy & Coulson, Booth st, Manch 
Fell, Joseph, Wigton, Cumberland, Slater. 
Hodgson & McKeever, Wigton 
Fisk, Kdwd, Lpool, Cook. July 1 at 3, at offices of Masters & Fletcher, 
North John st, Lpool 
Fothergill, John, Fulham rd, Upholsterer. June 26 at 10, at offices of 
Lewis & Lewis, Coleman st. Padmore, Coleman st 
Gage, Ri bt Dye, Red hill, Surrey, Builder. June 25 at4, at offices of 
Wood & Hare, High st, Croydon 
Galley, Ann, Bristol, out of business, June 21 at 11, at offices of 
Essery, Guildhall, Broad st, Bristol 
Glover, Margaret Malcolm, Lpool, Lodging house Keeper, June 27 at 
3, at office of Cobb & Sowton, Dale st, Lpool 
Graham, Jas, Leeds, Shoemaker. June 28 at 3, at office of Harle, 
Bank st, Leeds 
Greenough, Rand Edwd, Northampton, Flour Dealer, June 26 at 3, at 
Offices of Shoosmith, Newland, Northampton 
Hail, Jas, Aberdare, Glamorgan, Grocer, June 26 at 2, at offices of 
Coliins, Broad st, Bristol, Linton, Aberdare 
Hardisty, Bobt, West Hartlepool, Durham, Outfitter. June 25 at 11, at 
offices of ‘Todd, ‘Town Wall, Hartlepool 


July 2 at 3, at offices of Lowe 


June 27 at 


June 29 at 31, at office of 


June 21 at 4, 


June 24 at 1, at 84, 
June 24 at 1, at office of 


June 27 at ll, 


June 22 at 2, at offices of 





Hector, Joha Cann, Crediton. Devon, Painter. June 23 at 2, at offices 
of Harris & Co, Gandy st, Exeter. Sparkeu, Crediton 

Hemmings, Hy, Bristol, Mason. June 24 at 11, at offices of Essery, 
Guildhall, Broad st, Bristol 

Tlowes, Wm, Newcastle st, Comm Agent. 
Pullen, The Cloisters, Middle Temple 

Hoyle, Robt, Hollin Bank, Newchurch, Lancashire, Felt Manufacturer. 
July 2 at 3, at offices of Grundy & Coulson, Booth st, Manch. 
Wright, Bacup 

Hughes, Louis Le Mere, Bradford, York, Carver. June 28 at 3, at offices 
of Atkinson, Tyrell st, Bradford 

Kingston, Sidney, Westbury, Wilts, Labourer. June 24 at 12, at the 
White Lion Inn, Westbury. Shrapnell, Bradford 

Lowe, Wm, Kingston-upon-Hnuil, Seed Crusher. June 24 at 12, at 
offices of Jacobs, County bidgs, Land of Green Ginger, Kingston- 
upon-Hull 

Maunder, Isaac, Sonth Cheriton, Somerset, Baker. July 4 at 11, at 
the Virginia Ash Inn, Henstridge. Howard, Meloombe Regis 

Minchew, Chas, Walsall, Stafford, Electro Plater. June 26 at1l, at 
offices of Glover, Park st, Walsail 

Mitchell, Robt, Birkbeck rd, Upper Holloway, Comm Agent. June 27 
at 3, at 4, Chariton, King’s rd, Kentish Town. Steadman Coleman st 


Neale, Edwd, Bradford, Wilts, Commercial Traveller. June 27 at 12, 
at offices of Stone & Sparks, Townhail, Bradford 

Odell, Wm, Lpool, Estate Agent. June 29 at 11, at office of Richard- 
son & Co, Cook st, Lpool 

Osborne, Afd, Birm, Purse Manufacturer. 
Jaques, Cherry st, Birm 

Parkinson, John, & Joseph Parkinson, Wibsey, York, Joiners, 
at 4, at offices of Moore, Dewhirst bidgs, Bradford 

Parrish, Hy, Burslem, Stafford, Ironmonger. June 25 at 12, at offices 
of Sutton, Hill Top, Burslem 

Pearce, Wm Ambrose, Walworth rd, out of business. June 24 at 3, at 
office of Warriner, Gt Tower st 

Pike, Wm Harris. Devizes, Wilts.Grocer. July 1 at 2, at the Commer- 
cial rooms, Smali st, Bristol. Wittey, Devizes 

Pugsley, Wm, Bristol, Potatoe Dealer. June 24 at 12, at offices of 
Benson & Elletson, Broad st, Bristol 

Roberts, Wm, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Pawnbroker. 
offices of Joel, Market st, Newcastle-on-Tyne 

Scragg, John, Audley, Stafford, Innkeeper. July 1 at 11, at offices of 
Sherratt, Kidsgrove 

Shaw, John, Harborne, Stafford, Contractor. 
of Jelf & Goule, Newhall st, Birm 

Sheppard, Thos, Grove gd, Hornsey rd, Fishmonger. June 28 at 12, at 
offices of Field, Furnival’s inn 

Smith, Edwin, Upper st, Islington, Mantle Manufacturer. June 27 at 
11, at office of Chalk, Moorgate st 5 

Spring, John Patrick, Bangor, Carnarvon, Lieut of 5th Foot. June 25 
at 11, at Smith’s Marine Hotel, Holyhead. Williams, Carnarvon 

Stevens, Gee, Ramsgate, Kent, Block Maker. June 27 at 3, at 1, York 
st, Ramsgate. Edwards 

Stride, Sarah Eliza, Hart st, Bloomsbury, nooccupation. June 27 at2, 
at office of Lay, Poultry 

Taverner, Geo Menzies, Romford, Essex, Licensed Victualler. June 27 
at 2, at offices of Hilleary & Tunstall, Fenc»urch bidgs, Fenchurch st 

Taylor, Jas, Litchurch, Derby, Tailor. July | at 11, at offices of Briggs, 
Full st, Derby 

Turner, Stephen, Banbury, Oxford, Fishmonger. 
of Crosby, Fish st, Banbury 

Unsworth Thos, Frodsham, Cheshire, Painter. 
Linaker, Frodsham 

Ward, Alex, Birm, Jeweller. 
hill, Birm 

Ware, John, Sydner (and not Lydner, as erroneously printed in last 
Gazette) rd, Stoke Newington, Builder. June 21 at 12, at olfices of 
Townley & Gard, Gresham bldgs, Gresham st 

Widdop, John Hy, Bradford, York, Draper. June 28 at 3, at offices of 
Mossman Bond st, Bradford 

Wood, John, Altrincham, Cheshire, Bricksetter. 
of Potter & Knight, Mosley st, Manch 

Woods, Wm Hy, Aldershot, Hants, Draper. 
Camp Hotel, High st, Aldershot 

Wright. Hy, Southampton, il Merchant, June 25 at 3, at the Guild- 
hall Coffee house, King st, Cheapside, Killby, Southampton 


June 26 at 11, at offices of 


June 28 at 3, at office of 


June 27 


June 23 at 2, at 


June 26 at 12, at offices 


July | at 10, at office 


July 2 at 2, at cffice of 


June 24 at 3, at offices of Parry, Bennett’s 


June 26 at 3, at offices 


July lat 1, at the Royal 


Turspay, June 18, 1872. 
Abels, Joseph, Regent st, Tailor. June 26 at v, at offices of Foreman & 
Cooper, Gresham st, (in lieu of the place originally named) 
Acors, Ann, Canterbury, Milliner. July | at 11. at offices of Sankey & 
Co, Castle st, Canterbury 
Andrews, Geo, Kroomhill, Sheffield, Corn Factor. June 29 at 12, at 
office of Tattershal!, Queen st, Shettield 
Armstrong, Chas Clarke, Birm, Packing Case Make r. 
ottices of Grove, Bennett's hill, Birm 
Bell, Wm, Woolwich, Kent, Eating house Keeper. June 25 at2, at the 
Coat and Badge Public house, High st, Woolwich, Maniere, Gray’s inn sq 
Bernhard, Godfrey Louis, High st, Clapham, Merchant, July 3 at 3, at 
offices of Lawrance & Co, Old Jewry chambers 
Betts, Geo, Acton, Middx, Licensed Victualler, June 29 at 2, at offices 
of Aird, Eustcheap 
Brantigan, John, Marshall st, GoMen sq, Baker. 
Lincoln's inn fields. Marshall 
Brown, Sam] Wm, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Grocer. June 29 at I], at 
offices of Foreman & Cooper, Gresham st. Marshall, Cheltenham 
Bunn, Wm, Lpool, Grocer, Jaly 5 at 3, at office of Roose & Price, 
North John st, Lpool. Masters & Fletcher, Lpool 
Byrne, Edwe, Leek, Stafford, Painter, July 3 at 3, at offices of Higgin- 
botham & Barclay, Macclesfield 
Castell, Geo Bayliss, Shrewsbury, out of business. June 27 at Ll, at the 
Bush Inn, Abbey Foregate, Shrewsbury 
Champion, Wm Hy Suchet, Arundel gdns, Notting hill, Professor of 
Music, Juve 27 at 3, at office of Parkes, Beaufort bidgs, Strand 
Chapman, Hy, Birm, out of business, June 29 at 12, at cices of 
Fallows, Cherry st, Birm 
Crockford, Jas Richd, Easthampstead, Berks, Schoolmaster, July § at 
2, at the Hind’s Head Inn, Bracknell 


Jane 29 at 12, at 


June 25 at 3, at 9, 











Cues Wm eames Rim, pry Printer. July 1 at 4, at the Ween | nn- 
stay Arms Hotel, Wrexham. Salter, Ellesmere 
Daws, Thos, rortland rd, Sonth Norwood, Timber Merchant. Jnne 28 
at 2, at the Guildhall Coffee house, Gresham st. Hogun, Martin 
lane, Cannon st 
Douglas, Binny, Ealing, Middx, Gent. 
ley, Chancery lane 
Edwards, Robt, Folkestone, Kent, Gent. 
Hotel, Canterbury. Minter, Folkestone 
Embley, Hy Ceneare, East India rd, Limehouse, Tailor. 
offices of Digby & Liddle, Circus pi, Finsbury circus 
Fitzpatrick, Helena Colthurst, Tekell’s Castle, Hants, Spioster. 
2 at 4, at offices of Lawrence & Co, Old Jewry chambers 
Fitzratrick, Margeret, Tekell’s Castle, Hants, Widow. July 2 at 3, at 
offices of Lawrence & Co, Old Jewry chambers 
Forrett, John, Lpool, Tallow Chandler. July 2 at 3, at office of Ivey, 
South John st, Lpool. Hughes, Lpool 
French, Geo Burch, Landport, Hants, Tobacconist. June %9 at 11, at 
offices of Wainscot, Union st, Portsea. Walker, Portsea 
Friskney, Moses, Kidderminster, W: orcester, Hatter. June 29 at ll, at 
office “of Crowther, Vicar st, Kidderminster 
Gaunt, Richd, Birm, Stamper. June 28 at 11, at office of Allen, Union 
passage, Birm 
Goversall, Sam, Savill Town, Thornhill, York, Innkeever. 
at ottices of Sykes & Son, Market wa'k, Huddersfield 
Harris, Thos, Frankton, Warwick, Farmer. June 29 at 11, at the Bath 
Hotel, Leamington. Davies, Southam 
Hendren, Geo, Birm, Manufacturer. June 29 at 11, at offices of Davies, 
Bennett’s hil, Birm 
Hill, John, Kentish Town rd, Coal Merchant. 
Burt & Co, Hign Holborn 
Hirschberg, John Robert, Seething lane, Oil Merchant. 
at offices of Hail, Fen chureh st 
Hughes, Wm, Crow! and, Lincoln, Baker. July 1 at 11, at offices of 
Brown & Atter, Westgate. Peterborough 
Jones, John Benj, Dowlas, Glamorgan, out of business. 
at offices of Simons & Plews, Church st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Jones, Sam], Narberth, Pembroke, Saddler. July 1 at 10.15, 
of Griffiths, Spilman st, Carmarthen 
Jones, Wm, Ilkeston, Derby, Draper. 
jun, Wi eekday cross, Nottingham 
Kinkpatrick, Ebenezer, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Tea Dealer. 
12, at offices of Nurse & Son, St James’s st, King’s Lynn 
Macartney, David, Harrow rd, Coal Dealer. June 28 at 12, at offices of 
Harrison, Furnival’s inn, Holborn 
Mayoh, Wm Hy, Stockpert, Cheshire, Licensed Victualler. 
3, at offices of Gardner & Co, King st, Manch 
Meggitt, Chas, Kingston-upon-Hull, Tailor, 
Summers, Manor : st, Kingston-upon-Hall 
Morley, Benj, Worksop, Notts, Innkeeper. 
Whail, Bridge st, Worksop 
Mortimer, Benj, Wm Hy Mortimer, & Edwd Mortimer, Leeds, Corn 
Millers. July 3 at 11, atthe Victoria Hotel, Leeds. Carr & Cadman, 
Gomersal 
Oden, Thos, Cooksbridge, Sussex, Buiider. 
Hiliman, Cliffe, iy 
Palfrey, Fredk Jones, Birm, Ticket Writer. June 25 at 3, at offices of 
Kennedy, Waterloo "st, Birm 
Parkington, Thos Wilding, Chelmsford, Essex, Tailor. 
offices of Biyth, Chelmsford 
Pickford, Jas. Union st, Borough, Bootmaker, 
Marshall, Hatton gdn 
Redfern, Saml Herbert, Derby, Grocer’s Assistant. 
offices of Heatb, Amen alley, Derby 
Richardson, Jas, Bristol, Contractor. June 28 at 2, at offices of Parsons, 
Nichoias st, Bristol. Price, Clevedon 
Roberts, Jokn, Acton, Middx, out of business. July 2 at 3, at offices of 
Izard & Betts, Eastcheap. "Carter & Bell, Leadenhall st 
Schulte, Chas, Fore st, Merchant. July 1 at 3, at offices of Holmes, 
Eastcheap 
Scott, Saul, Birm, Jeweller. June 28 at 1}, 
phenson ‘pl. Birm. Reece & Harris, Birm 
Shadforth, John, Monkwearmouth Shore, Durham, Builder. 
11, at office of Steel, Bank bldgs, Sunderland 
Sheppard, Thos, Marston Magna, Somerset, Miller. July 3 at 3, at the 
Mermaid Hotel, Yeovil. Davies, Sherborae 
Shackell, Thos, Kentish Town rd, Grocer. July 3 at 2, at the Mitre 
Tavern, Chancery lane. Fenillad, Cook’s et, Lincoin’s inn 
Smith, Ann, Birm, Rule Maker. July | at 11, at office of Allen, Union 
passage, Birm 
Smith, Elliot, Mile End rd, Confectioner. 
Marshall, Hatton gdn 
Smith, Ezekie), Dobs Royd, Norland, Halifax, York, Coal Merchant. 
July 3 at 3, at offices of Jubb, Barum Top, Halifax 
Smith, Geo, Brick lane, Spita'fields, Grocer. July 10 at 3, at offices of 
brighten, Bishopsgate st Without 
Southam, David, Leeds, Boot Manufacturer. 
Emsley, East Parade, ‘Leeds 
Spindicy, Robt Wm, Gt Grimsby, Joiner. June 28 at 11, at offices of 
Grange & Wintringham, West St Mary’s gate, Gc Grimsby 
Stone, Eliza, Birm, Cap Manufacturer. July 1 at 11, at office of Butt, 
Waterloo st, Birm 
Sutton, Saml Hy, Egbaston, Birm, Jeweller. 
Smith, Ann st, Birm 
Teague, Chas Robt, Croydon, Surrey, Auctioneer, 
27, Sackville st, Piccadilly. Robson & Co 
Teggin, Jane, Gobowen, Salop, Innkeeper. July 1 at 12, at offices of 
Minshall, Oswestry 
Thacker, Thos, Walsall Wood, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. June 29 
at 10, at office of East, Colmore row, Birm 
Tonnies, August Ove, Bishopsgate st Within, Merchant. July 5 at 2, at 
offices of Turquand & Co, Tokenhouse yd. Liaklater & Co, Walbrook 
Trowell, Richd Wm, Maidstone, Kent, Grocer. July 3 at 3, at offices 
of Bath & Co, King William st 
Tyler, John Norris, Deal, Kent, Bootmaker. June 26 at 12, at the 
July 3 at 3, at 


July 3 at 12, at offices of Smed- 
July 1 at 2, at the Rose 
July 3 at 2, at 
July 


July 1 at 2, 


July 2 at 12, at offices of 


June 26 at 3, 


June 29 at 3, 
at uffice 
July 1 at 3, at offices of Gibson, 


June 28 at 


July 3 at 
June 28 at 8, at offices of 


June 25 at 12, at office of 


June 21 at 12, at office of 


Jaly 1 at Il, at 


June 27 at 2, at offices of 


July 9 at 3, at 


at the Queen’s Hotel, Ste- 
July 4 at 


June 27 at 12, at offices of 


July 2 at 2, at offices of 


June 28 at 11, at office of 


June 24 at 2, at 


Royal Exchange Hotel. Deal. Drew, Deal 
Warden, John, Lpool, Nautical Instrument Maker. 
offices of Ivey, South John st, pool. Hughes, Lpool 











"Webiter, Wm, John’s ter, Kingsland, Paper! Bag Menatectuter. 
at 3, at offices of Birchall, Southampton bldgs, Chancery lane. 
son, Fornival’sinn, Holborn 

Wood, Miles John Clegg, Middleton, nr Manch, Grocer. 
offices of Addieshaw, King st, Manch 

Wyatt, Wm, Taunton, no occnpation. 
Wotton & Co, East st, Taunton 


J uly 3 3 
Harri. 


July 2 at 4, at 


June 29 at 11, at offices of 








EDE 
ROBE 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


TO HER MAJESTY, THE LORD CHANCELLOR, THE JUDGES, CLERGY, ETC. 


& SON, 


ESTABLISHED 1689. 
SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





AUGH & SON.—Superior CARPETS.—Re- 

prodaction of the Adam’s style of design in carpets, &c., also 

special designs in furniture, curtains, and decorations.—London Carpet 

Warehouse, 3 and 4, Goodge-street ; 65 and 66, Tottenham-court-road, 
Established 17/9. 


NGLO-INDIAN CARPETS 


Sand 4, peienineciateie ie 





—WAUGH & SON, 
3 65 and as Tottenham-court-road, W. 


(CARPETS. —Dustproof and ‘Washable ‘Carpets are 
preferred by the Barristers of Lincoln’s-inn to all others, both 
for their Chambers and also for their private residences.—Samples and 
Testimonials, &c.,can be had on application to Messrs, Cuites & Co. 
57, Belmont-street, London, N.W, 


IEBIG COMPANY'S EXTRACT OF MEAT. 
Most convenient, economical, and fine-flavoured stock for Beef 
Tea (about 24d. a pint), Soups, Sauces, and made dishe-, costing hardly 
more than one-fourth of what it would when made of fresh meat; keeps 
good for any time even after jars being opened, 1b. jars recommended, 
being relatively the cheapest size. 
Now permanently used in most households in town and country, 
Caction.—Ask for LIEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT, being the only 
sort warranted Genuine and Perfect Baron Liebig, the Inventor, by 
requiring his Signature on every Jar. 





‘AMP TULICON. —For SITTING ROOMS. 
For Halls and Passages. 
For Nurseries and Washstands. 
For Billiard and Toilet Mats. 
Plain, and in the choicest designs. 


pee -RUBBER DOOR MATS. 














(CARDEN HOSE.—For Flower Gardens, in 60 


feet lengths, with Brass fittings. 





po. -RUBBER WATERPROOF COA'rS. 





\ HOLESALE AND RETAIL. 





RITANNIA RUBBER and KAMPTULICON 
COMPANY, 32, Cannon-street, E.C, 


Ww “AUKENPHAST AND CQO, 
Celebrated Easy Fitting and First Class 

BOOTS for WALKING, SHOOTING, DANCING, PARADE & PARK, 
Always ready, well seasoned for immediate wear. 

These Boots are worn by Noblemen, Gentlemen, Clergymen, Mer- 
chants, Manufacturers, Lawyers, Doctors, Farmers, and every class of 
a people all over the country, the United States, Canada, 
India, &c. 





AGENTS EVERYWHERE 
10, PALL MALL EAST, LONDON, S.W. 





ELBY PUGIN’S GOTHIC FURNITURE.— 


Forniture similar to that supplied to the Granville Hotel, from 


the designs of 

E. WELBY PUGIN, pion. 
Can be obtained on application to Messrs. Joun Worstry & Co., Vic- 
toria-street, Belgravia. N,B.—Estimates given for furnishing houses 
complete in the Gothic style. 


CHOOL BOARD FOR LONDON.—The Papers 
4} issued by the Board can be had py oper of 
YATES & ALEXANDER, 
PRINTBRS TO THE LONDON SOHOOL BOARD 
Symonds-inn, Chancery-lane. 








